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INTRODUCTION. 

Some fourteen years ago I published a work entitled 
Myths traced to their Primary 8ov/rce through Language; and 
though I was then, as it were, only feeling my way, I 
was not the less convinced that the discovery to which 
I laid claim was real ; and, however strange it may now 
appear, I cannot help still entertaining the same opinion. 
In that work I showed, as well as I could, how man 
must have first acquired the use of speech; and by the 
knowledge thence derived I was enabled to account for 
the ancient belief in the Divine origin of language, to trace 
letters to their birth, to discover the primary forms and 
meanings— hitherto unknown— of many words; andfinaUy, 
to prove that the feibles of the heathen mythology, as 
well as those of religion and ancient history, were first 
suggested by the several meanings that a name had at 
different times obtained. 

And I may here, perhaps, without stating too much in 
advance, give the reader some idea of this latter proof of 
the truth of my discovery. At the time the sun became a 
great object of worship over all the world, if one of the 
countless appellations by which it was then known hap- 
pened also to designate some celebrated character of the 
past, the latter was at once revered as a divinity, even as 
the sun itself. And if his name, besides signifying the duriy 
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did also happen to signify other ideas, mcli as merchandize, 
traveller y thief, &c., then was this celebrated character of 
the past revered as the god of merchants, travellers, 
thieves, &c. ; that is to say, it was his name, with its 
several meanings, first suggested this strange belief. 
Kow, how did I find out that a name took different 
forms, and consequently different meanings ? By having 
first discovered the origin of speech, letters and words; 
for the knowledge thence derived allowed me to perceive 
that the same word » was susceptible of different forms, 
and consequently of different meanings. Hence came my 
discovery of the origin of myths ; and from its having 
thus grown out of the discovery of the origin of language, 
it affords proof the most undoubted of the truth of the 
latter. These two discoveries must therefore stand or 
fall together. To admit the reality of either and not of 
both were too absurd. 

But of the first part of this twofold discovery, namely, 
the origin of language, I have now another very convincing 
proof to offer, which did not occur to me in 1856. And 
this is the proof: a body of the most enlightened men 
in the world could not make a language; and yet a 
handful of the most ignorant of the human race have, 
while living wholly apart from the rest of mankind, been 
known to do so very easily, and even very well, and philo- 
sophically, as the most competent judges in such matters 
have, to their great astonishment, been often obliged to 
admit. This appears wonderful, very wonderful, and yet it 
is not wonderful, but very simple, as the reader will see 
in the proper place. The effort required for the creation 
of language — if effort it may be called — is so uncommonly 
easy that this apparently great achievement must have 
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been performed unawares, and that too bj some nations 
BO low in the scale of humanitj as not to possess sufficient 
intelligence for enabling them to count beyond two. 

But from language having been thus acquired so very 
easily, it may be regarded by many persons as a natural 
gift, and yet — as we shall see presently — it is no such 
thing. Language was made, but with so much ease that 
man, while teaching himself for the first time the use of 
articulate sounds, can have had no idea of the eventful 
labour — of one so fall of wonders for the future — he was 
then engaged upon. And when we shall see how all this 
can be very easily accounted for by a knowledge of the 
orig^ of language, this circumstance will, it must be 
allowed, afford very powerful proof of the reality of this 
first part of the twofold discovery to which I lay claim. 

With these several proofs that my pretensions are by 
no means visionary, why, the intelligent reader may ask, 
have they not been at once received as real? Because 
whatever lies beyond the reach of common understandings 
camiot be easily understood, or, if understood, be easily 
admitted. The narrow mind recoils within itself from 
every thing of the kind, and takes only to what its limited 
means can afford it the power of conceiving. Hence 
respectable mediocrity, or even that which is far from 
being respectable, has many more chances of immediate 
acknowledgment and success than an important discovery. 
But so has it ever been, and so is it ever likely to remain. 
Man has been fashioned so, and he cannot now change his 
nature. 

The discoverer should be endued with a much larger 
stock of patience than any one else ; and that he might 
live till the reality of his pretensions was admitted, his 
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existence should be lengthened to at least a century or two 
beyond the period usually assigned to all other human 
beings. 

Now, having this belief, why, it may reasonably be 
asked, do I again come forward with my pretensions after 
the very short space of some fourteen years ? why not wait 
some eighty or ninety years longer, so as to make up 
at least one century, when perhaps some one of superior 
mtelligence may, by drawing attention to my views, be the 
means of having at last my discovery acknowledged as real. 

The cause of my being so very precipitate is this : I 
have been for years out of England, and without knowing, 
or much caring to know, what was going on there in the 
literary world, imtil about some two or three years ago, on 
passing a Paris bookseller's shop, my attention was acciden- 
tally drawn to a book in the window, entitled, " La Science 
du Langage, Cours professe ^ Tlnstitution Eoyale de la 
Grande Bretagne, par M. Max Miiller, Professeur h, 
rUniversite d'Oxford, Correspondant de Tlnstitut de 
France, &c., &c. Ouvrage qui a obtenu de TAcad^mie 
des Inscriptions et BeUes-Lettres le prix Volney en 1862. 
Traduit de TAnglais, sur la quatrieme Edition, avec 
Tautorisation de Tauteur, par M. Georges Harris, Pro- 
fesseur au Lyc6e Imperial d'Orleans, et M. Georges 
Perrot, Ancien Membre de TEcole d'Athenes, Professeur 
au Lyc^e Imperial Louis-le-Grand." 

I purchased this book, and learned from the introduc- 
tion to the translation that it was creating a great sensa- 
tion not only in England, Germany, and France, but even 
in Italy, where a translation of it was then about to 
appear. From this introduction I farther leamewi that 
M. Max Miiller's great work gave rise to a world of excite- 
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ment and discussion among the leading reviews of 
England, and that in Paris two highly distinguished 
literary characters, M. Barth^lemy Saint-Hilaire and 
M. M. F. Baudry, had given very able notices of it ; the 
former in a series of learned articles in the Jov/mal des 
Savafds, and the latter in the Eeviie Ardieologiqtie, 

These eulogiums induced me to send at once to England 
for the work itself. It soon arrived in two fine large 
volumes, fifth edition; and each edition three thousand 
copies, at least so we are told in the title-page. 

Now, if I had ever entertained a doubt of the reality 
of my old discovery, it would have been driven from my 
mind the moment I had finished the reading of M. Max 
MiiUer's two volumes. And why so ? Because the prin- 
ciples of this old discovery of mine at once enabled me to 
detect the numerous mistakes with which these two 
volumes abound. But to what should we ascribe those 
mistakes? Not to M. Max Miiller's want of capability 
or want of leai^iing, but to his total want of knowing 
how man first acquired the use of speech ; and that he has 
not this knowledge he himself thus admits : " We cannot 
tell as yet what language is." This happens to be a 
mistake, for M. Max Miiller knows very weU, and so 
does every body else, that language is the expression of 
our thoughts by articulate sounds; but what he meant 
to say is this, that we cannot tell as yet how man first 
acquired the use of language. That this is what he reaUy 
did mean to say appears evident by his continuing thus, 
while stiU referring to language : " If it be a work of 
human art, it would seem to lift the human artist almost to 
the level of a Divine Creator \" 

> Lect., vol. i. p. 3, 
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This statement I am not prepared to contradict, for tlie 
simple reason tliat I said the same thing myself as far 
back as the year 1856, that is to say, fire long years 
before M. Max Miiller said it, since, accoording to the 
title of his work, he did not begin his lectures until 1861. 
These are my words : " We cannot for an instant suppose 
that speech was ever invented — ^that man ever said to 
himself. Let me find out a means of communicatLng 
thought by sounds instead of signs [man's first language]. 
This would he to place a human being almost on a level 
with Ood Himself; to raise his wisdom to an eminence 
immensely beyond his reach ; and the more so as there 
was nothing either in nature or the ways of the world, 
while yet in its infancy, to suggest an idea at once so 
very original and extraordinary'." 

The words in Italics in those two passages show how 
very close the resemblance between M. Max Miill^s sen- 
timent and mine. 

But does M. Max Miiller, I may be asked, acknowI^£|g^ 
my sentiment in any way whatever? He does not; nor 
could he do so without allowing his readers to perceive 
that of the science of language he knows absolutely 
nothing. Were he to give a single etymology by the 
application of the principles that have grown out of the 
discovery to which I lay claim, he would be, as it were, 
committing suicide — ^be, as a philologist, no longer in 
existence. He alludes to almost all philologists, both 
Living and dead, but he carefully avoids all allusion to 
the author of the "Origin of Myths." As we should, 
however, return good for evil, I do not mean to slight 
M. Max Miiller, but to draw attention to his great 

* Myths, vol. i. p. 12. 
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work, at least a few times perhaps many times: we 
shall see. 

Now, if M. Max'^Miiller knovrs nothing of the science 
of language, as I shall have occasion to show, it is difficult 
to suppose that the scientific bodies over all parts of the 
world with which he claims connexion, can, in this respect, 
be any wiser than he is himself. Here are the names of all 
these learned bodies; I give them along with the title 
page of M. Max Muller's work : — 

" Lectures on the Science of Language, delivered at th^ 

Royal Listitution of Great Britain, in April, May, and 

June, 1861, by Max Miiller, M.A., Foreign Associate of 

the Eoyal Sardinian Academy ; Honorary Member of the 

American Academy of Arts and Sciences, of the Royal 

Asiatic Society, of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, of the 

Royal Society of Literature, of the Anthropological Society 

of London, of the Ethnological Society of London, of the 

Ethnographic Society of France, of the Archseological 

Society of Moscow, of the Literary Society of Leyden, of 

L the German Institute of Frankfort ; and of the American 

^L Philological Society; Foreign Member of the Royal 

^Bavarian Academy ; Corresponding Member of the French 

Institute, of the Royal Society of Gottingen, of the Royal 

Irish Academy, of the American Philosophical Society, 

•of the Royal Academy of Berlin, and of the American 

Oriental Society ; Member of the Asiatic Society of Paris ; 

id of the German Oriental Society : Taylorian Professor 

tf the University of Oxford ; FeUow of All Souls' College," 

t., &c., &c. 

.. What a grand display is this of M. Max MiilLer's scien- 

'■ lific connexions ! Surely there never was before, nor, in 

■ 

•D probability, will there ever be again, so glorious a title- 
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page. Why it were enough to make the fortune of any 
book. Is there, in the whole world, a philological society 
of any note whatever to which M. Max Muller may not 
be said to belong? How well he must know all that is 
known of both the past and present state of the science of 
language! And if of this science he knows, however, so 
very little as not to have it in his power to discover the 
etymology of the most common-place words, are we jus- 
tified in supposing that there can be even one of those 
scientific bodies, with which M. Max Muller seems to be 
so closely connected, a shade more enlightened in the 
science of language than he iJs himself? Certainly not. 
And as this great work of his has been often reviewed — 
not only throughout G-reat Britain, but over the Conti- 
nent, and probably in America also — and as its faulty 
etymologies are allowed to remain uncorrected, even in 
the fifth edition, which has, we are assured, been " care- 
fully revised;" does not this go to prove that the public 
press of those countries happens to know no more about 
the science of language than any of the learned bodies 
set down in M. Max Miiller's title-page? Hence the 
necessity — if what is here stated be found true — ^for our 
discovery of the origin of language, and the principles 
that have grown out of it ; and hence, too, we may add, 
the proof that this discovery is no idle dream, but a very 
serious reality. And of this I am still further convinced 
on looking through M. Littr6's fine dictionary of the 
French language, now in course of publication, for its 
eiUightened author appears to be as far out as M. Max 
Miiller whenever he tries to trace a word to its original 
source. And the cause is still the same, his knowing 
nothing of the origin of human speech. 
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But M. Max Miiller appears to be ^orougUy impressed 
with tlie belief tbat, to use bis own words, " tbe principles 
tbat must guide tbe student of tbe science of language are 
n(yw firmly estahlishedK** 

It is mucb to be regretted tbat M. Max MiQler does not 
give us, eitber in bis '^ Lectures on tbe Science of Language,*' 
or in bis " Cbips from a Gferman Worksbop," a list of tbose 
firmly esixxhlished pririciples. It is also to be regretted tbat 
be did not tbink of applying tbem to bis own etymologies, 
in order to avoid tbe many serious mistakes be bas made 
in bis endeavours to account for tbe origin of some of tbe 
most common-place words and ideas. But wby does be 
keep tbem concealed from bis Mend M. Littre, wbo, of all 
tbe literaiy characters now living, is perhaps tbe one wbo 
needs tbem tbe most, seeing tbat bis great dictionary, so 
valuable in other respects, is in etymology extremely defec- 
tive ; and it is all for the want of tbose firmly established 
principles which M. Max Miiller, though not using them 
himself, will not allow any one else to use. This conduct 
is, to say tbe least of it, very imkind, nay selfish. It re- 
minds one of the fable called the Dog in the Manger, who 
though he did not eat the hay himself, would not allow tbe 
horse to touch it, 

' " Cliips from a German Workshop," prefkce, p. 19. 
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MONSIETJB LiTTBE, MeMBBE DE l'InSTITTIT DE EbANCE. 

On having run throngli M. Max Miiller's great work on 
the science of language, I next endeavoured to find out 
who was at the time allowed to be the greatest of all French 
philologists. Every one's answer was, " Why it is M. Littr6 
to be sure, whose noble dictionary of the French language 
is now in course of publication, and is likely so to continue 
for years to come. Seven thousand copies of it are thrown 
off at every issue, and they are all bought up the moment 
they appear. No work can be more highly and justly 
valued." This is how Frenchmen talk of M. Littre's fine 
dictionary ; and as far as a foreigner may presume to offer 
his humble opinion on the merits of so great a work, it 
seems to me that M. Littr^'s countrymen do not praise it too 
highly. His definitions are precise and clear, and the ex- 
amples given under each word are perhaps more in number 
than can be found in the dictionary of any other language. 
And these examples date from all times, from the most an- 
cient known records down to the present day. 

But how does M. Littre trace words to their primary 
meanings ? As well as M. Max Miiller or any other philo- 
logist, but no better. And why so ? Because standing in 
need of what M. Max Miiller would fain make us believe 
must exist ; namely, those firmly established jprindples that 
are for the futxu*e to serve as infallible guides to the student 
of the science of language. If M. Littr6 had such princi- 
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pies— and lie could not fail having tliem if his correspon- 
dent and friend M. Max Miiller himself knew any thing of 
them— his dictionary would, of course, be greatly superior 
to what it is at present. M. Littr6, in his endeavours to 
trace words and ideas to their birth, is like a man trying 
to build a great house without stone, wood, mortar, or any 
of the requisite tools. All he can do in his etymologies is 
to submit to his numerous readers the various forms a word 
has taken in several languages and their dialects. 

He tries sometimes, it is true, to discover the primary 
meaning of a word ; but then his efforts are, though highly 
commendable, mostly always failures; indeed I might say 
they appear never otherwise, except when there is no diffi- 
culty in the way ; but when there is the least difficulty to 
l>e overcome, all he can do is to give up, or, from his having 
no certain rules to be guided by, to hazard a bold guess, 
•^d some of his guesses appear rather strange. Only 
^tness his derivation of words so well known as galetas 
and hoticher ; the first of which he traces to the great tower 
^^Wata at Constantinople, and the second to a word signi- 
fying a hvbck goat And for both these etymologies M. 
littr^ gives what he conceives to be very sound reasons ; 
but when the reader comes to the real origin of each of 
these words, he will be obliged to admit that M. Littr^'s 
reasons are very weak indeed. 

But this acute observer does not yet perceive half the 
difficult questions suggested by any of the etymologies which 
he may regard as perfect. Thus, supposing he says that 
^n is mcrnvs in Latin, this is no etymology, for it does 
not tell us the primary signification of either main or manua, 
and this is what the philosophy of language requires. 
Main and manua are but two different forms of the same 

a 
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word, and if M. Littr6 gave us fifty other different formi 
of the word main or mam/m in as many languages and thai: 
dialects, his etymology would be equally worthless, unlesi 
he could name to us the idea affcer which main or manuu 
was first called. And suppose that M. Littre did name { 
certain idea — and the true one — after which mxdn or mamu 
was first called, the etymology would be still incomplete 
unless he could show after what that certain idea itself wai 
called, and so continue, untH he reached the source beyonc 
which no word can be traced, but up to which every wore 
should be traced to make an etymology perfect. 

Here the inquisitive reader may wish to know after wha' 
idea the final source now referred to was called. It is ai 
if he were to ask me what round comes after the top. 
most round of a ladder. That word which is itself th( 
primary source of all other words cannot possibly hav< 
an original, any more than a ladder can have another rounc 
above its topmost one. We shall see in the proper plac< 
the primary source of all words. 

And ought not this single circumstance to convince 
every one of the reality of my discovery ? And it will 
too, convince every man who has suflcient respect for hig 
own mind as to dare to think for himself. But youi 
great philologist cannot think for himself; he is always 
thinking just as others thought before him. There are, 
however, some exceptions to this general rule. Thus when 
M. Littre derives the very common French word galetas (a 
garret), just mentioned, from Galata^ the superb tower at 
Constantinople, his thought is, I must admit, original, 
very much so, for no one ever thought of the like before ; 
but it is a blunder, nay, a very gross blunder, there being 
no more relationship between galetaa and the tower at 
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Constantinople tlian there is, as we shall see, between 
gfafefew and the tower of Babel. 

And when M. Max Miiller, in his etymology of our word 
«om2, traces it to a G-othic word meaning the «ea, and says, 
"We see that it was originally conceived by the Teutonic 
nations as a sea within, heaving up and down with every 
breath, and reflecting heaven and earth on the mirror of the 
deep," Ms thought is also original, very much so, but it is 
not the less a gross blunder, a very gross blunder. That idea, 
bowever, of the soul " heaving up and down, and reflecting 
beaven and earth on the bosom of the deep," looks very 
grand, very much so. Oh, how I should like to know what 
it means ! No doubt M. Max Miiller does. Happy man ! 

And when the same high authority derives the Latin 
"Mire (the sea) from the Sanskrit word mar^ which means 
^2«rf^,— that is to say, a word expressive of boisterous 
commotion, from one implying silence and immobility, — 
the thought is very original, upon my soul it is, very much 
BO, such a derivation having never, I am sure, entered 
iiito any man's mind before. But it is nevertheless a 
blimder, a very* gross blunder, as we shall see. 

liet it not now be said that philologists never think for 
themselves, and that they do but repeat what was often 
said before ; for judging from the little we have just seen, 
and j5rom the great deal we shall have yet to see before we 
'■each the end of this work, it must be admitted that 
^ey do think sometimes — ^not very often — ^for themselves^ 
and that then their thoughts are, for the most part, 
wonderfolly original. But I prefer such wild guesses to 
no guess at all. M. Littre in his etymology of eau gives 
more than twenty different forms of this word, but he 
does nob tell us after what it was man first named eat». 

A 2 
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He sets down as many more different forms in his 
etymology of lowp^ but says nothing to guide us to its 
original meaning; that is to say, we are not told why 
this animal was named lorwp^ \vko^^ or Iw]^, not to 
mention any of the many other names assigned to it by 
M. Littr6. And his dictionary is fall of such etymologies, 
if so they may be called. But it could not be otherwise ; 
M. Littr6 needed the means, he needed the "firmly 
established principles of the science of language," and 
he has had no principles of any kind, either good or bad ; 
not even that principle which ought to be the leading 
one of all the others — I mean the primary form of the first 
letter of the alphabet. If he had only this knowledge, a 
man of his great ability could in a minute or two find Jihe 
etymology of so common a word as gargon, which he is 
compelled to give up in despair, with the admission that 
the original of this word remains to be found. Diez, a 
learned G-erman, who is continually quoted by M. Littre, 
traces gargon from a word for thistle to some other word 
meaning the heart of a cahbage ; and then to one meaning 
a hud. And though M. Littr6 admires this etymology as 
fort ingenieuse ! he thinks, however, that it does not bring 
home complete conviction, qtte cette derivation ne porte jpaa 
dans r esprit une conviction complete! and his conclusion is 
that the ^^ etymologie de gargon reste en stispens.** What 
egregious nonsense! only imagine a very learned man 
•tracing a word meaning hoy, to a Uiistle, the heart of a 
cahbage, and finally to a hud; and only imagine another 
very learned man regarding such a derivation as very 
ingenious ! and in the face of such rubbish as this, we are 
told there are n(yw firmly established principles that must 
guide the student of the science of language — a statement 
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sincerely but unwittingly made, for one more destitute of 
truth lias never perhaps appeared in print. Long, long 
before I shall have to notice gargon somewhere in the body 
of this work, every reader will be sufficiently acquainted 
with my principles to enable him to discover its real 
original, and in which he will find no allusion to thistles, 
ihe hearts of cahhages, or buds. The primary form- of the 
word garg(m lies on the surface. And every one will, I am 
sure, admit the reality of such an etymology ; every one, 
except your genuine philologist. But why should not he 
admit it ? Because it would upset all his previous notions 
of his favourite science, and oblige him to unlearn all he 
has ever learned of philology, which would be for him a 
most painful labour. 

Many persons suppose that opposition of this kind to 
new discoveries should be ascribed to envy. But this 
seenis to be a mistake. When Harvey discovered the 
circulation of the blood, was there one great medical man 
in the world who believed in the reality of his discovery ? 
There was not ; and he who was then, perhaps, the most 
distbguished of them all — ^the leading physician of Paris — 
published two works against the circulation, with his name 
attached to each. This man must have been therefore 
sincere in his belief, or he would not have thus openly 
acknowledged himself the author of two such productions. 
Harvey answered the first attack, but he would not 
condescend to notice the second. It may be then supposed 
that the exposition of this discovery was not at first 
sufficiently clear ; but according to Hume, " Harvey had 
the happiness of establishing at once his theory on the 
most solid and convincing proofs; and posterity has 
added little to the arguments suggested by his industry 
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and ingenuity*." And a late Tery eminent physician says 
that Harvey " displayed his discovery so clearly to others, 
that to doubt it in the present day would be considered 
insanity'." 

Hume further states, "It was remarked, that no phy- 
sician in Europe, who had reached forty years of age, 
ever to the end of his life adopted Harvey's doctrine of 
the circulation of the blood; and that his practice in 
London diminished extremely, from the reproach drawn 
on him by that great and signal discovery : so slow is the 
progress of truth in every science, even when not opposed 
by factious or superstitious prejudices." 

And if Harvey were now living, and if he were to come 
before the world with his grand discovery, what more 
chance would he have of succeeding in our enlightened 
days than he had met with some two hundred years ago P 
In all probability he would have none whatever; for 
human nature is stiU the same, is still as much afraid 
of truth as it ever has been. Moral courage is wanting, 
no one dares to think otherwise than as others have 
thought before him. And it is remarkable that they who 
are regarded as the most competent judges in any science 
are, respecting the appearance of an original discovery, 
the last to give a decisive opinion. But why should this 
be ? Because a favourable opinion from such men is equal 
to their admitting that they have themselves been long 
in error ; and this is what few men, except those of very 
superior minds, are willing to admit. When Fulton's 
first steamboat was tried with success on the Seine, a 
committee of men the most competent were ordered by 

< Hume, Hist, of England, Charles II. 

* See the Harveian Oration by John Elliotson, M.D., &c., p. 49. 
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Napoleon to examine it carefully, and let Lim know what 
they thought of it ; but their opinion was very unfavour- 
able, and they unanimously declared that Fulton's views 
were visionary, and that they could never be realized ; 
upon which Napoleon is reported to have said, that the 
man should be sent to Charenton, which is the Bedlam 
of Prance. 

And how was he who proposed to light all London with 
^ received P As a madman, and his abettors as idiots. 
"Even the liberal mind of Sir Humphry Davy," says 
a respectable authority, "failed to take in the idea that 
gas was applicable to purposes of street or house lighting*." 
This great chemist was, however, looked up to as the 
most competent judge then living of all such matters. 

And so it always is with discoverers ; even when their 
discoveries cannot be contradicted, the best judges are 
8faid to receive them as real. I sent last year to the 
French Institute, as a competitor for the prix Volney, a 
large fragment of the present work. But as it contained 
niany of the false etymologies to be found in M. Littre's 
learned dictionary, with not a few taken from the works 
of their correspondent, M. Max Miiller, my pretensions 
^ore not, it would seem, received with favour. But the 
committee was composed of M. Littre and his friends (six 

• 

m number), and this circumstance of my having corrected 
their colleague's many mistakes may, unknown to them' 
^»e8, have influenced their judgment. It were not fair 
to insinuate that gentlemen who stand so high in public 
opinion did not each decide to the best of his belief and 
as his conscience dictated. 
Though the members of the Institute never publish 
' See Diprose's Account of the Parish of St. Gement Danes. 
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their opinions respecting tlie works of wliich they do not 
approve, I happened to obtain throngh mere chance firom 
one of those gentlemen the following statement respecting 
my hrochv/re : " II s'agit de la solution d'une question tres- 
ardue, que j'ai bien pu exposer consciencieusement et 
fidelement comme rapporteur, mais sur la question je ne 
me sens en mesure ni de vous approuyer, ni de v<m8 
ccmtredire" 

This was written by M. Patin, a very learned man, the 
kighest judge in philology, and the eldest, I believe, of 
all his colleagues, having been bom in 1793. I am 
astonished at his admitting that he oa/nnot contradict me, 
this being equal to his granting that my pretensions must, 
according to his conscientious belief, be real; for if he did 
not find them so, he would never make such an admission. 
It is not difficult to account for his not granting me his 
approval ; it would be too much for him to conceive that 
the discovery of the origin of human speech, even of the 
first word that man ever spoke, could have remained until 
now unknown. And this is how almost every one will 
reason with himself respecting my pretensions, and no one 
will be more incHned to do so than he who will have never 
seen my book. 

The prize was adjudged to a work entitled Glosaaire dea 
mots Eapagnols et Portugais derives de VArabe; its author 
being, like M. Max MiiUer, a correspondent of the 
Institute, and consequently a gentleman of some literary 
merit. Now we all know, on looking into the glossaries 
explaining the old words of such writers as Chaucer, 
Spenser and Eabelais, that compilations of this kind, if not 
very original, are at least found to be sometimes very 
useful ; and no one should, for this reason, object to their 
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authors obtaining gold medals. But between such a 
production and one wbicli puts not only almost every 
Frenchman in the way of discovering the original mean- 
ings, hitherto unknown, of the most common-place words 
in his language, but which does also enable his learned 
academicians and members of the Institute to correct the 
thousand and one etymological mistakes to be met with in 
by far their very best dictionary, there is, I dare assert, in 
point of utility — putting aside originality — some little 
diiBience. 

I might also assert that there must be some little differ- 
ence between a mere compilation and a work to which the 
highest authority of the Institute cannot deny the claim 
put forward by its author, that of having discovered the 
origin of language and myths. There is in such an admis- 
sion, when we consider the pure and enlightened source 
from which it emanates, something rather startling. ITine 
persons out of ten will, I am sure, feel inclined to think 
that if I have not made the discovery in question, I must 
have gone very near it ; have done it at least in part, if not 
completely. But there can be no doubt about it. Facts, 
proofs in abundance, have been obtained, not through blind 
chance, not through ingenuity, but through the application 
of the principles of my discovery. But M. Patin could 
^ot go farther than he has gone. He is le doyen de la 
fo>culie des lettreSy and, from the duty of his high station 
being to examine the learned youth of France, who, on 
having finished their studies, aspire to high places in the 
state or to academic honours, he cannot sanction opinions 
contrary to the Established Church of his country; and this 
alone were sufficient to induce him to withhold his complete 
conviction that I have made the discovery of the origin of 
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language, since J do not ascribe its beginning to its having 
been first spoken by Adam in Para^se. 

But how, it may be asked, did I obtain M. Patin's 
opinion respecting my work, since it is not usual to grant 
such favours? It happened in this way: the Institute 
never returns works sent in for the prix Volney, though 
their authors have the right of making extracts from them. 
But when I went to the Institute for this purpose my 
mianuscript could not be found; and as it was last seen 
with M. Patin, his address was given me with the permis- 
sion of writing to him about it; and from his letter in 
answer to mme, I have taken the Hberty of copying the 
passage already submitted to the reader. 

With regard to my theory of the origin of language, I 
am well aware I may be often blamed for being opposed to 
the belief of its having originated with Adam in Paradise. 

But some men when they meddle with religion are more 
favoured than others. M. Max Miiller says : " The author 
of the Mosaic records, though rightly stripped, before the 
tribunal of physical science, of his claims as an inspired 
writer, may at least claim the modest title of a quiet ob- 
server ^" 

No scientific man in the world, except one made blind 
through fear or prejudice, can find fault with what M. Max 
MiiUer has here stated, for it is a statement supporting 
what is strictly true. But it is not the less, according to 
the opinions of some persons, very gross blasphemy ; for it 
not only denies to Moses the gift of divine inspiration, 
but it also makes light of Christ's teaching, in which Moses 
is referred to as a true prophet. And this is not only 
shown by Luke xvi. 31, but also by the following : " Do 
7 Lectares on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 377. 
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not think that I will accuse you to the Father : there is 
wie that accuseth you, efoefa Moses, in whom ye trust. 

"For had ye believed Moses, ye would have believed me : 
for he wrote of me. 

"But if ye believe not his writings, how shall ye believe 
my words « ?" 

According to those words of Christ, every sincere Chris- 
tian must believe in Moses as a true prophet, and accuse 
every one of gross blasphemy who happens to think other- 
wise ; for such an opinion is condemnatory, not only of the 
Old but of the New Testament also. M. Max Miiller has 
teen, therefore, highly favoured for his not having been 
called to accoimt for making such a statement as the one 
jnst quoted from the fifth edition of his book. He may 
Bay that he has truth on his side ; but, in religious contro- 
versy, truth is not always a safe protector. Has not many 
a good and excellent man, as all the world knows, been 
turned alive before now for having dared to speak the 
tnith ? But M. Max Miiller does not seem to be aware 
that in making the statement above quoted, he was saying 
any thing likely to shock the religious feelings of a certain 
class of true believers in the Christian faith ; for on the 
next page preceding the one from which the above extract 
is made, he states as follows : " I defy my adversaries to 
point out one single passage where I have mixed up scien- 
tific with theological arguments ®." 

According to this passage it is nothing at all to deny 

io Moses divine inspiration in opposition to the words of 

Christ. But as every man should be allowed to state what 

he believes to be true, I am glad to perceive that this 

liberty has not been denied to M. Max Miillar. But this 

» John V. 46—47. » Lect., vol. i. p. 376. 
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should teach M. Max Miiller to be equally indulgent to 
others. In one of his two volumes on the science of 
language, he alludes to a German philologist, from whose 
work he would quote a passage, but declines doing so, 
because he believes it to contain blasphemy. The passage 
should, however, be given, and the reader be allowed to 
judge for himself. What does this German philologist 
dare to assert? Does he do more than deny to Moses 
divine inspiration, by which a disbelief in Christ is also 
implied P M. Max MiiUer himself does as much, yet no 
one accuses him of blasphemy; and he should not, for 
this reason, be so severe upon others, nor take upon 
himself the liberty of thinking for his readers, but allow 
every one to think for himself. It is by acting thus freely 
and liberally that error has been hitherto often discovered, 
and truth made evident. 

I cannot now call to mind either the name of the 
German philologist censured for his blasphemy by M. 
Max Miiller, or in which of the two volumes on the science 
of language it may be found; but unless I mistake, it 
it is on a left-hand.side page, nearer to the top than the 
bottom, and that the objectionable passage, which M. 
Max Miiller dares not to quote, is replaced by asterisks. 
I have turned over many pages of both volumes, but I 
cannot find it. 

But the unusual favour shown to M. Max Miiller must 
not lead me — because I am no German — ^to expect from 
Englishmen an equal amoimt of indulgence and faor 
play. 

In the account given in my former work of the origin of 
myths, I should, I am told, have considered Ikhose parts of 
the heathen mythology which bear a rather startling 
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resemblance to the Cliristiaii faitli, as only so many 
ancient types of the truth not yet made known ; such being 
the interpretation they have received from eminent divines 
of the Church of England, as well as from other learned 
and pious individuals. But as I do not now offer any 
argument opposed to this belief, it follows that when, 
in the course of this work, the reader happens to meet 
with any of those resemblances which are received as 
symbols, I should not be accused by such Christians as 
have no faith in the doctrine of types, of introducing 
Blatter contrary to revelation. On all those occasions I 
<»ily state facts in the development of the science I am 
endeavouring to expound, and so do allow, by the results 
obtained, every one to think and judge for himself. 

But as there are many denominations of Christians, 

and as on some points they differ widely from one another 

in their opinions, it may be that all of them cannot be 

brought to believe in the doctrine of types, though some 

very learned and good Christians do. And this being 

the case, my discovery and its principles may be censured 

or slighted by many who might otherwise receive them 

with favour. But all who look coldly on scientific results, 

because revealing truths contrary to the belief in which 

they have been brought up, can be no great honour either 

to their God or to their religion. Had aU men, in the 

past, views so confined, the world would be now in so very 

backward a state that we should be still denying the 

diurnal motion of the earth, and be accusing every one 

of blasphemy who took part with Galileo. 

But for innovations and discoveries of all kinds, man 
entertains, we are allowed to understand, a natural anti- 
pathy. Thus M. Max Miiller observes: "New ideas do 
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not gain ground at once, and there is a tendency in ovxr 
mind to resist new convictions as long as we can ^" Yes, 
when our views are very limited, and our share of ideality 
is rather scanty.' But to the capacious mind new ideas ar© 
ever welcome, for in such a storehouse they mostly always 
find room in abundance. Indeed the mind rich in imagi- 
nation is too often, from its very greediness for every thing 
original, the dupe of its own superior powers. But as such 
minds are comparatively few, hence the belief that man is 
by nature opposed to new ideas, which, though true on 
many occasions, is not always so. 

Words, it will be argued, fall within the reach of every 
intelligence. They require, in order to be examined even 
very closely, no previous scientific knowledge, such as 
astronomy or anatomy requires, without an acquaintance 
with the former of which Galileo could have never known 
how the earth moves, nor could Harvey, if ignorant of the 
latter, have discovered how the blood circulates. The 
authors of grammars, dictionaries, glossaries, as well as of 
works of logic and philosophy, are aU of them constantly 
referring to words and commenting on them, and they have 
done so from the earliest times down to the present hour. 
Hence the conclusion must naturally be, that if such a dis- 
covery as the origin of language were possible, it would 
have been made long ago. And this argument, though 
very fallacious, is, it must be allowed, very plausible, and so 
effective, that it wiU, in all probability, prevent most persons 
from approving, in my work, of many things which their 
reason assures them must be true, the want of respect to 
their own minds not allowing them to declare their belief. 

Hence such a discovery as mine has been long since 

1 ** Cbips from a German Workshop," vol. ii. p. 46. 
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i^garded as impossible ; some one has even asked if I do 
myself believe in its reality. But I have, I dare hope, hit 
Tipon a means of removing for the future all doubt respect- 
iiig the sincerity of my belief in this respect. Thus I have, 
as a competitor for le prix Volney to be next awarded, 
offered to wager one thousand francs (1000 frs.) against 
one hundred (100 frs.) that I have made the discovery of 
the origin of language; and in order to give to such a 
cMenge its due weight and importance, I object to its 
being accepted by any one except a distinguished philolo- 
gist; and I do therefore propose M. Littr^. I ask this 
gentleman if he will accept it ; and I answer that I think 
lie wiU not, for the reason that he is too clever a man not 
to perceive, on reading with attention my hrochwre presented 
to the Institute last year, and which takes up so many of 
his own blunders as well as of M. Max MiiUer's, that he 
would not have so much as the mere shadow of a chance 
to win my thousand francs. And to prove to him that I 
am, on this occasion, very serious, and that I do really own 
so large a sum as a thousand francs (mirahile didu /), I 
have named to him the stockbroker in Paris where the 
money is lodged. And if he should object to take my 
thousand francs, I tell him that, in this case, he may have 
them added to the next gold medal to be adjudged to the 
successful competitor for the prix Volney, 

But who is, I have been asked, to decide between 
M. Littr^ and me in the event of his taking up my glove ? 
Ajid to this question I have answered, that I accept twelve 
of his own colleagues to be chosen by lot, but their opinions 
to be given in writing. Than this nothing can be fairer. 
Let it not, therefore, be any longer asserted that I must 
doubt in the reality of my own discovery. 
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But I am no way siirprised at its having been asked if 
do myself believe in what I am pleased to call the discover" 
of the origin of language ; for the Committee of the Inst:^ 
tute advise all competitors for the prix Volney to confin, 
their views rather to comparative than general philology 
which advice they would never give if they could believe ii 
the possibility of the origin of language being one day dig 
covered. But my system embraces all — it is both genera 
and comparative. The following is, in their words, th4 
advice given by the Committee of the Institute : " Mais h 
commission ne pent trop recommander aux concurrenti 
d'envisager sous le point de vue comjparcdif et hietoriquA 
les idiomes qu'ils auront choisis, et de ne pas se bomer { 
Tanalyse logique, ou ^ ce qu'on appelle la grammairi 
generate" 

But this learned body would never so advise had thej 
known that all, the languages ever spoken sprung from th< 
same single source, and that for this simple reason nations 
which had never so much as heard of one another, hav€ 
often ideas expressied by the same words, which circum- 
stance has sometimes led learned men to find a relationship 
between the inhabitants of certain parts of the world where 
none had ever existed. Godfrey Higgins says, " If I had 
an English and Hebrew dictionary as fall as Parkhurst's 
Hebrew and English Lexicon, I think I could make out of 
the two languages a language in which conversation might 
very well be carried on by a Hebrew and an Englishman 
respecting all the common concerns of life *." 

M. Max Miiller, however, says that " Hebrew and Eng- 
lish are not at all related'." And this may very well be, 

* Analysis, vol. i. p. 796. 

' Lecture on Science of Language, vol. ii. p. 284. 
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tikougli the two languages iiaye, to a certainty, many words 
in common, and of which we may have now shown the 
cause. 

Though the discovery of the origin of language be thus 
yarded by the French Institute as impossible, I can 
CLuote two very high authorities who entertain a different 
opinion, namely, Jacob Grimm and M. Ernest Eenan, 
tlie latter celebrated linguist being a member of the 
histitute. Jacob Grimm's argument fEtvouring the pos- 
sibility of such a discovery is to this effect : that if lan- 
guage be a Divine gift we have neither the right nor the 
Dieans of discovering its origin ; but if it be a human con- 
trivance, it were not impossible, he believes, to trace it to 
its very cradle ; by which he imderstands, to the earliest 
state of its existence, even to its birth. 

M. Eenan, alluding to the objections which the title of 
^ own work ("De TOrigine du Langage ") is likely to 
suggest, quotes at the same time Jacob Grimm's opinion, 
*ud of which we have just seen the substance. M. 
Kenan's words are: "Le titre soulevera peut-^tre les 
objections des personnes accoutum^s h, prendre la science 
pdf le c6te positif, et qui ne voient jamais sans appr^- 
lension les Etudes de fondation r^cente chercher h, r^soudre 
^es problemes legues par 1' ancienne philosophie. Je suis 
aise de m'abriter a cet egard derriere I'autorit^ d'un 
fondateurs de la philologie compar^e, M. Jacob Grimm. 
Dans un m^moire public en 1852, sur le m6me sujet et 
sons le memo titre que le mien*, I'illustre linguiste s'est 
s-ttaclie a 6tablir la possibility de r^soudre un tel probleme 
u'une maniere scientifique. Ainsi qu'il le fait remarquer, 

* TJeber den Ursprung der Spracbe, Berlin, Dummler, 1862 (tir^ des 
^emoirea de rAcademie de Berlin pour 1861), pp. 10 et sulv. et pp. 64, 65. 
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sile langage avait iik confer^ ^ rhomme comme un doi 
celeste cre6 sans lui et hors de lui, la science n'aurait ni 1 
droit ni le moyen d*en rechercher Torigine ; mais si le langag 
est Tceuvre de la nature humaine, s'il presente line march 
et Tin d^veloppement reguliers, il est possible d'arriver pa 
de legitimes inductions jusqu'^ son herceau^" 

But M. Eenan is, as we shall see, very far from tradn; 
the origin of language to its herceau. He is not, in thi 
respect, more advanced than Jacob Grimm or any othe 
philologist. His work, which is beautifully written, cor 
tains no etymologies, either good or bad, in support of hi 
opinion. 

Let us now see if I have made the very important dig 
covery of the origin of language — a discovery whicl 
according to the two high authorities just quoted, i 
conceived not to be impossible. But my own most sincer 
conviction is that I have made it; for how can I els 
account for the many happy results obtained through it 
means ? Am I to ascribe these results to blind chance 
Impossible. Am I to ascribe the whole of them to in 
genuity or address ? Equally impossible, for this would h 
granting to myself a hundred times more merit than I d( 
really deserve, or than any other mortal ever deservec 
for his ingenuity. Thus it may have been rather difficul 
to have made the discovery to which I lay claim ; but t< 
have obtained, unassisted by its principles, the startlinf 
results — ^and they are not few in number — ^that have growi 
out of it would, however ingenious I might be, appea 
infinitely more difficult ; in short, so much so, as not t 
be conceived possible by any unprejudiced mind, howeve 
limited its share of common intelligence. But if, notwith 
^ De rOrigine da Langi^e, preface, p. 4, 5. 
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standing all the pains I have taken to bring this discovery 

li-ome to every understanding, it should be still found not 

Bixfficiently evident, and its reality be consequently denied ; 

such blindness, whether real or affected, may suggest to 

the philologist of future times an observation similar to 

the one made by Dr. EUiotson respecting the circulation 

of the blood; namely, that from its being so clearly 

displayed to others, " to doubt it would, in his day, be 

considered insanity." 

And how has this discovery of mine been made so very 
evident ? By its owning certain fixed principles which can 
be very easily applied. It therefore follows that with the 
necessary means any one else might have obtained as much 
as I have myself: there are, no doubt, many persons who, 
from their being possessed of superior discernment, might 
in my place have obtained a great deal more. When I 
do, therefore, by the applying of those principles, trace 
back a word of which the meaning has been lost to the 
whole world for many an age, to its primitive source ; let 
not this be ascribed to ingenuity, but to its real cause, 
that is, to the discovery of the first word ever spoken by 
man ; for there it is, and there alone, that all the merit 
Has. 
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LANGUAGE AND MYTHS. 



CHAPTER I. 

PllOOP THAT SPEECH NEVER COMES NATURALLY TO MAN. 

■^ is made evident by the fact, that, of the several 
fluman beings who were lost or abandoned during their 
^^cy in woods or other solitary places, none were ever 
«>and, when long after discovered and captured, to have 
ch« power of expressing their thoughts by articulate 
soimds. All such persons ought, however, if speech 
^ere a natural gift, to have had a language of some 
^d or other ; but they had none. 

Another plain proof that speech cannot have come 
naturally to man, is this, that persons bom deaf without 
the least defect in their vocal organs, never speak. The 
^^ want of hearing ought not, however, if speech were 
* natural gift, to prevent them from learning to express 
their ideas by articulate sounds. 
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CHAPTER 11. 

HOW MEN MUST HA^TB FIRST SIGNIFIED THEIE WANTS AND 

DESIBES. 

But if men had not from the beginning the use of words, 
how must they, when totally dumb, have expressed their 
thoughts to one another? Just as we see any two of them 
do at the present hour when neither understands the lan- 
guage of the other. That is to say, men must, previously 
to their having yet acquired any knowledge of words, 
have iqade use of signs. 

Signs must have therefore been man^s first language, 
and consequently his only natural one ; and I can quote 
three very high authorities who were of the same 
opinion — Condillac, and the two celebrated Scotch philo- 
sophers, Reid and Dugald Stewart. Thus Condillac, in 
the ' opening of his fine Philosophical Grammar, says, 
" Les jestes, les mouvements du visage, voilk les pre- 
miers moyens que les hommes ont eus pour communiquei 
leurs pensees.'' Reid expresses himself to the same effect 
"If mankind had not,'^ he says, "a natural language, they 
could have never invented an artificial one.*' The writer 
means by " a natural language,'^ the language of signSj 
and by " an artificial one,'' the language of articulate 
sounds. He continues thus : " It appears evident from 
what has been said on language, that there are natoial 
signs as well as artificial; and particularly that the 
thoughts, purposes, and dispositions of the mind have 
their natural signs in the features of the face, the modu- 
lation of the voice, and the motion and attitude of tiie 
body j that without a natural knowledge of the connexion 
between these signs and the things signified by them^ 
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Unguage could have never been invented and established 
among men/' ... '^ Is it not a pity that the refine- 
ments of a civilized life, instead of supplying the defects 
of natural language, should root it out, and plant in its 
stead dull and lifeless articulations of unmeaning sounds 
or the scrawling of insignificant characters ? The per- 
fection of language is commonly thought to be, to express 
tuman thoughts and sentiments distinctly by these dull 
signs; but if this be the perfection of artificial language, 
it is certainly the corruption of the natural ^.'' 

Dugald Stewart argues to the same efiect in favour of 
natural language, by which he also means the language 
of signs ^ 

But M. Ernest Benan, who has also written on the 
ongin of language, makes light of all such opinions as 
"lose expressed by Condillac, Reid, and Dugald Stewart. 
The whole of his arguments amounts to this, and no 
niore: — ^As soon as men began to think and reason, they 
D^n to speak. But if it were so, how does it happen 
that the man who has no defect in his vocal organs, but 
who has been merely bom deaf, never speaks ? yet he 
thinks as much and as well as any other man. 

But M. B/cnan agrees with all sensible men in deny- 
^ that speech can have been either a gift or an inven- 
tion; and taking advantage of these two just opinions, 
^^ also of the argument of the three high authorities 
above cited, — namely, that speech cannot have come natu- 
'^y to man, — ^he concludes that there can be no other 
"leans of accounting for its origin than the one he 
^'iggests — ^that the combined powers of the mind, acting 
^utaneously, must have called it forth when man wanted 

* Reid's Works, vol. ii. pp. 226, &c. 

' See his Outlines of Moral Philosophy, part i. page ^'^t 
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to give expression to his thoughts ». Such reasoning ^ 
this does certainly appear very conclusive; for if lan- 
guage be neither a gift nor an invention, and if it haj 
not come naturally to man, there can, surely, it may be 
argued, BeAo other means left of accounting for its origiii 
than by ascribing it, as M. Renan does, to the faculties 
of the mind, acting when needed of their own accord 
There is, however, another means, and one of which 
M. Renan had no suspicion, as I am now going to show. 



CHAPTER III. 

SHOWING THAT SPEECH MUST HAVE BEEN EASILY ACQUIEED. 

It is well known that no people can be found unprovided 
with a language well adapted for its own use. Hence 
the late Mr. Crawford, F.R.S., makes the following im- 
portant statement, in a paper read at the British Asso- 
ciation in September, 1867. 

^^ Man, when he first appeared on earth, was without 
articulate speech, and, like the lower animals, must have 
expressed himself by what was little more than mere 
inteqection. He had, therefore, to frame a language — 
a seemingly diflGicult achievement, yet one which every 
savage tribe had been able to achieve, and that not in 
one place only, but in several thousand separate and 
ifidependent localities" .... ^^The languages of a 
people so low in the scale of humanity as the Australians, 
incapable of reckoning beyond duality, were found to be 
not only skilfully, but even completely constructed.'' 

3 See page 89» and almost every other page of his beaatifally written 
work entitled ** De TOrigine du Langage." 
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This very respectable authority has here justly observed 
that the framing of a language was a seemingly diflGicult 
achievement ; for it was in truth, and as we shall see 
presently, a difficulty only in appearance. Were it other- 
wise, a people scarcely above the class of idiots, such as 
those incapable of counting as far as three, could have 
never formed a language of any kind whatever, and 
much less could they compose one which was both skil- 
Wly and completely formed. Connected with the 
passages already quoted from Reid, there is one which 
to some persons may appear an exaggeration ; it happens, 
however, to be very far from it. This is the observation 
he makes, ^^ Had language, in general, been a human 
invention as much as writing or printing, we should 
find whole nations as mute as the brutes.^^ Reid should 
rather say, that in such a case we should not find, on the 
face of the earth, a single individual gifted with the 
faculty of speech, nor having so much as a remote idea 
of what it is. Nothing can have been, however, more 
easily acquired than the use of language, though no body 
of learned men could invent it. But why so ? Because 
of its wonderful simplicity — their learning would prove 
^ greatest obstacle. And what infinite wisdom we 
nave here shown us ! While the human mind must have 
oeenyet in an infant state, with intelligence scarcely 
above that of the brute creation, a means inconceivably 
^ was given to man for enabling him to acquire that 
faculty of which he has ever since had the most reason 
^ be proud. Let us now confirm the truth of this state- 
Dieut by submitting to the reader — 
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CHAPTER rV. 

OUR DISCOVERY OP MAN^S FIRST WORD. 

From knowing, as we now do, that the several indivi- 
duals found living singly in a wild state, had not the us( 
of articulate sounds ; and also that persons without an] 
defect in their vocal organs, but who are merely bon 
deaf, are equally unprovided with speech of any kind 
it is self-evident that this faculty never comes naturalli 
to man, and that words must be heard and learned ii 
order to be acquired. Now, this being g^ranted, wha 
follows ? That men must, as already stated, have firs 
expressed their ideas by signs, just as any two o 
them do at present when speaking no language in com 
mon. And as they must have often, while so engaged 
uttered an inarticulate sound for the sole purpose o 
drawing attention to what they were endeavouring fc 
represent, it is easy to conceive that their first word mufi 
have grown out of a sign made by the mouth. Aim 
when the sun was in this way referred to, such a soun< 
as the O (then a hieroglyph) obtains in the alphabet 
must have been invariably heard. And this is so tm 
that the learned orthoepist Walker, referring to thi 
character, observes, ^^ It requires the mouth to be formei 
in some degree like the letter, in order to pronounce it** 

Man could not have heard this peculiar sound a giea 
many times without remarking that it referred always t 
the sun ; so that he must have soon begun to use it lb 
indicating this object instead of the sign out of which i 
grew, and but for which it could have never been knowx 

But why should the name of the sun more than tha 
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of any other object have been man^s first word, and conse- 
quently the beginning of human speech ? Because, signs 
having been the means by which man beg^n to express 
Hs thoughts, it is reasonable to suppose that it must 
lave been through a sign the use of speech was ob- 
tained; and granting this, it is easy to conceive that 
such a sign must have been made by the mouth. Now 
the mouth can represent nothing in nature except what 
IB circular. Thus, however we may make it gesticulate, 
we cannot force it into the shape of an animal, a bird, a 
tree, a mountain, a river, or any thing of the kind ; and 
rf it even bad this power as well as that of representing 
a circle, the sun would be still preferred to every thing 
dse, for the reason that of all other natural wonders it 
appears by far the greatest and most attractive, and, on 
account of the benefits it confers, the one that must in 
the beginning have appeared the most deserving of man^s 
attention and gratitude. 

And if we now bestow a serious thought on the infi- 
^te wisdom of God by His thus afibrding to man the 
Diost simple means imaginable for enabling him to ac- 
quire that faculty of which, as we have already said, he 
has ever had most reason to be proud, ought we not to 
w filled with astonishment and admiration ? At the 
Wrth of language, human intelligence can ' have been 
scarcely above that of the brute creation. Man could 
^ therefore acquire the use of speech by the force of 
'caeon, and hence the necessity of his being so formed as 
^ need no mental efibrt whatever for the framing of a 
«iigaage. Then how did our wise Creator make up for 
this evident deficiency of mind in man at the very early 
period to which we refer ? By a means of all others the 
fflost simple — by having so formed him as to give to his 
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mouth the power of representing a circle. No more than 
this was needed; speech then came of itself; no effort 
was required. So that he who first used the sound of the 
O as a name of the sun instead of the sign out of which 
it grew, and hut for which, as we have said, it could 
never have been heard, little thought that he was then 
in the act of erecting a mighty* edifice, a monument so 
wonderful in all its parts, that the wisest men of the world 
would through all time be led to believe that its founda- 
tion-stone must have been first laid by the hands of an 
all-powerful God. Hence Dugald Stewart, referring to 
language, makes the following very just observation : — 
^^ When we first begin to philosophize on it, and consider 
what a vast and complicated fabric language is, it is 
difficult for us to persuade ourselves that the unassisted 
faculties of the human mind were equal to the invention*.^' 

We have now seen how the use of speech was first 
acquired. It was not a gift, nor an invention, nor did 
it come naturally to man; nor, as M. Renan asserts, 
was it called forth by the powers of the mind acting 
spontaneously all together. But it came unsought fw, 
unawares, even unknown to him who first used it ; and 
at a time when man can be scarcely said to have had a 
mind did it come, he being then in so crude, imbecile^ 
and undeveloped a state as to be, in point of intelligence, 
barely above the animal of the field. Nor should this 
opinion be regarded as an exaggeration, seeing that after 
so many ages since men first spoke, whole nations aie- 
even still incapable of counting beyond duality. 

What then must man have been when, unknown to 
himself, he uttered his first word ! When he used the 
sound of the O as meaning the sun, instead of the sign 

* Vol. iv. p. 22. 
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out of which it grew ! This single and very natural 
sound was, however, the origin of human speech. But 
had not man received from his wise Creator the facility 
of giving to his lips a circular form, he must have re- 
mained for ever dumb, having only the power of uttering 
inarticulate sounds, and which would be chiefly used, by 
the noise so produced, for drawing attention to his signs. 



CHAPTER V. 

THE NATURALNESS OP THE FOREGOING ACCOUNT OF THE 

ORIGIN OF LANGUAGE. 

Having thus clearly accounted for the origin of mane's 
first word, and consequently for that of language in 
general, I might stop here, and declare my discovery 
^eady ftilly made. And how reasonable such a con- 
clusion must appear when closely examined! Thus, how 
natural it is to suppose that men must have first signified 
tiieir thoughts to one another by signs, it being made 
evident by the arguments above stated, that the use of 
speeeh has never yet been acquired without its having 
oeen first learned from others ! When we are therefore 
compelled to admit that man's first language must have 
»^ that of signs, how reasonable it is to suppose that 
1^ first significant word must have come to him through 
a sign made by his mouth ; no other part of his body, 
such as his eyes, hands, or feet, by which he made signs, 
leaving the power to utter a sound or make any kind of 
J^oise that can be supposed likely to give birth to a word ! 
And when we now admit, as we must do, that the 
fflouih can represent nothing in nature except what is 
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circular in form, what can be more reasonable than to 
suppose it was while signifying the sun by the rounding 
of his lips, man first obtained its name, he having at 
the same instant uttered a sound for the sole purpose of 
drawing attention, by the noise so produced, to the 
object he was then representing ? Hence let any one try 
to show with his mouth the shape of the sun, and 
allow, while so doing, his voice to be heard, and he will 
invariably, even in spite of himself, produce exactly the 
name given by every child to the O when calling over 
the letters of the alphabet. 

And on this peculiar sound having been heard many 
times, and always on the same occasion, how easy it is to 
conceive that it must, instead of the sign out of which it 
grew, have been used for signifiying the sun ; and that 
the O was therefore the first word, first name, and first 
root — ^all three combined in the same single sign, itself a 
hieroglyph ! 

But the fact that it is impossible to find in any 
language on the face of the earth an idea to which the 
name of the sun can be traced, ought to be considered as 
another startling proof, from its thus having no originiJ, 
that it must be, as above shown, the primary source of 
human speech. The notion hitherto entertained by 
philologists — but by philologists only — that the sun has 
been called after the idea signified by such a word m 
light or heat, is too absurd to deserve being discussed 
seriously ; for must not every one know, except a philo- 
logist, that such an idea as light or heat must be finally/ 
traced to the sun, and not the sun to either light or heat 1 
Poor Moses has been rather too severely called to aocooni 
for his having committed a similar mistake — ^that oi 
having made the sun come several days after the light 
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But do our learned philologists, with all their additional 
knowledge obtained througl; the present greatly advanced 
state of science, prove themselves any wiser than the 
femous lawgiver of old, when science, such as we have 
it now, was yet unborn ? 

But if an idea could be found after which the sun was 

called, then indeed would my lofty pretensions be 

brought low; for the very foundation-stone of the 

edifice upon which they have been raised to so high a 

pitch, would be not merely shaken, but be completely 

swept from under them — and away. But why so? 

Because this finding would prove the name of the sun to 

be only a derivative, and not what it really is, the 

original word out of which human speech has grown over 

all the world. 

Now, is such a name of the sun ever likely to be found ? 
hi order not to appear over sanguine, which is always 
offensive to certain very sensitive minds, I will say that 
it is likely ; though, to be candid, I cannot believe it 
to be half so much so as the discovery of the quadrature 
of the circle or that of perpetual motion. And if we 
I'^y believe the scientific world, neither of these 
discoveries will ever be made; at least not for some 
wiousands of years to come. He who would therefore 
fiiid the original idea after which the sun was called, 
fitouldbe endowed with no slight stock of patience, as he 
^y, before his discovery can be made, have some little 
time to wait. 

Here, as already stated, might I stop ; for the origin 
of human speech, even of the first significant word ever 
'ittered by man, has been made known. Then why 
proceed any farther ? It is but for confirming by 
luunerous instances the reality of so important a 
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difiooveiy^ and also for showing the rare advantage 
knowledge thence derived. Hence^ what is now to 
will^ I dare hope^ be foond to contain a consid 
amount of philological information hitherto onJk 
But were it also found to contain in the applical 
the principles which have grown out of the analy: 
words, some mistakes — even many mistakes — ^this 
not afford the least proof deserving of serious notic 
the discovery itself to which I lay claim — ^that 
origin of language — is not real and as complet 
needs be. 



CHAPTER VI. 

HOW LANGUAGE HAPPENED TO FALL INTO THREE DI^ 
WITH ALL PEOPLE, EVEN UNKNOWN TO THOSE WH( 
MADE WOEDS. 

It is now well known that the sun was the first 
of divine worship over all the earth ; which beliei 
from this great luminary appearing to animi 
nature. Its name became therefore another w( 
Maker or Creator*^; and on being modified i 
sake of distinction, the same word must have beei 
to signify such ideas as the great object it desij 
suggested, namely, light y heat, day, life, goodne 
And however scantily gifted with intelligence n 
their earliest state may have been, they coulc 
easily expressed all similar ideas after this ms 
they could not even help doing otherwise, this 
being so very easy, natural, and simple. 

^ The learned admit, as we shall see farther on, that maker, or 
was an epithet belonging to the sun. 
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So much for the creation of this first portion of human 
8^W3li. We see that it required no eflfort of the mind ; 
iiot1[iiiig like ingenuity, nothing deserving the name of 
mvftntion. 

But other words were needed. How did man obtain 
those that were necessary for expressing such ideas as we 
iiow signify by the verbs to carry ^ bear, hold, have^ take, 
seize, strike , keep, give, do, form^ and the like? All 
these actions must have been expressed by the name of 
the instrument — still variously modified for the sake of 
distinction — by which they were accomplished; that is 
to say, they were called after the hand, and they can be 
traced directly or indirectly to this source, as we shall 
see. 

But after what must the hand itself have been 
^naed? After the idea which is expressed by the word 
^^er, one of the epithets belonging to the sun, from the 
Mef that once prevailed of his having been — as already 
stated — ^the maker of all nature. 

Nor can this second portion of human speech have 
"quired of the mind tte least share of ingenuity or 
Invention. It is reasonable to suppose that man would 
^ after the hand whatever was done through its means. 
■"iis must, in the beginning, have been as natural to 
™ as to call the child after its parent, or the stranger 
after the land of his birth, which is just as man does at 
present, and as he ever has done, and as he ever will do. 

Only one more portion of human speech was neces- 
sary for enabling man to express himself to the full. 
By words traceable to the name of the sun he could, 
as stated above, express such ideas as goody high, nolle y 
&c.,but he wanted those of opposite meanings. How- 
fid he obtain them ? Very easily ; and still no inge- 
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nuiiy, no mental effort being required. Thus, after th " 
moon, of which the name and that of the sun wer^ 
radically the same, he called nighty and after night he 
called darknessy from which source came words express- 
ing negative qualities, such as noxious^ hadnesSy vice, 
lownesSy death, &c. 

So much for the origin of speech. Man had, in the 
beginning, the above three simple divisions of it ; and he 
has them still, but no more, because no more is needed. 
And thus has it been with all the nations of the earth; 
every one of them whose language is not the dialect of 
another, has made, after the manner just stated, a lan- 
guage of its own — ^the sun, out of whose name human 
speech has grown, being common to them all. This will 
account for what has often astonished the philologist, 
namely, that nations between whom there has never 
been the least connexion have languages that are, when 
radically considered, so much alike as to leave no doubt 
of their having emanated from the same unknown source, 
whatever that might be. 



CHAPTER VII. 

HOW IT HAPPENS THAT OPPOSITE IDEAS AEE SOMETIMSS 

EXPRESSED ALIKE. 

But from those three divisions of language making, as 
it were, only one, since every word, to whatever division 
it may belong, can be finally traced to the first name 
ever given to the sun; does it not follow, 1 may be 
asked, that words of opposite, or at least very different 
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Baeanings, must be sometimes alike in form ? It is even 
SO; and this, too, has often astonished philologists. 
Hence the word which in one language means high 
may in some other language mean low. It may even 
happen in the same language, witness alius in Latin, 
which has these two opposite meanings. The same 
may be said of the French words ms and 80%i8y and 
iemxA and dessous, for it is only conventionally that 
every two such words differ from each other, as we shall 
see farther on. The same may be said of the Gaelic 
words 'iiosal and iosaly of which the former means high 
and the latter low. In a work which I have but very 
lately met with, entitled "Les Elements primitifs des 
Langues decouverts,^^ par M. Bergier, Docteur ca 
Theologie, this circumstance, of the opposite ideas high 
and hw being expressed by the same word, is thus ac- 
counted for (p. 35) : " b\^ (al) alius, exprime haut et 
profond, parce que la nauteur et la profondeur sont 
cgalement la distance des deux extremites considerees 
en ligne perpendiculaire.^' 

This is very plausible, but that is all : it is not true, 
^or such an explanation cannot account for the identity 
01 many other words having no such meaning as high 
^d low. Thus the English word bleach cannot differ 
from hlachy nor llach from black ; yet to bleach means 
^ v)hiteny which is the opposite of black. In French 
slso hhnc does not differ from blac, which is the same 
*8 hlack ; for, as, according to one of my rules, every 
vowel may or may not have a nasal sound, — ^that is, 
W(e an ^ or an m when it has not one, or lose one if it 
should have it, — there can be therefore, no difference 
between blanc and bloc, that is, black. And this is so 
troe that in Saxon these two opposite ideas (black and 
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white) are expressed by the same word: the only di^ 
ference is this, that one of them has for the sake c: 
distinction an accent over its a^ thus, bldc^ which rneai^ 
white, and the other {blac) has none. 

Webster, though unable to account for this apparen 
anomaly, has not failed to notice the identity of hleac? 
and hlach^ and to which he justly adds hleah. He ob- 
serves as follows : ^^ It is remarkable that black, bleak^ 
and bleach are all radically one word/' 

We now know why two ideas so opposite as higM 
and low or white and black may be sometimes expressed 
alike. We see that it arises from night, darkness, low^ 
ness, and blackness being traceable to the moon as their 
parent source, and the moon to the sun, to which must 
be traced the names of such ideas as are expressed by 
the words day, light, height, and white. These two 
divisions of human speech (the first and the third) are 
therefore as one and the same, though signifying oppo* 
site ideas. And the second division may be joined witii 
them ; for the hand (its primary source) means the maker, 
and the Maker or Creator was a well-known name of the 
sun. The three divisions of human speech do thus 
blend and fall into one another, and become, as it were, 
only one. Nor could it be otherwise, since all words 
have grown out of a single sign, the hieroglyphic O, 
first name of the sun. 

Another plain instance of the same word expressing 
two opposite ideas, is afforded by the Hebrew word *nK 
aur, of which the usual meaning is light ; but it is also 
sometimes used to mean night. Thus I find in Sander 
and TreneFs Dictionnaire HebreU'Frangais the follow- 
ing (p. 14) : " Dans le Talmud mfc< aur signifie quelqae- 
fois nuitJ^ 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

man's first language of articulate sounds. 

And this O was not only man's first word, but even 
his jSrst language^ for a single word may, by various 
modulations of the voice, express many difierent ideas. 
Thus in Annamitie, according to M. Max Miiller, the 
word la '' when pronounced with tiie grave accent, means 
a lady, an ancestor ; pronounced with the sharp accent, 
it means the favourite of a prince; pronounced with 
the semi-grave accent, it means what has been thrown 
away; pronounced with the grave circumflex, it means 
what has been left of a fruit after it has been squeezed 
out; pronounced with no accent, it means three; pro- 
nounced with the ascending or interrogative accent, it 
means a box on the ear. Thus — 

Ba, bk, \Ay bd 
is said to mean, if properly pronounced. Three ladies 
gave a box on the ear to the favourite of the prince'.^^ 

I learn from the same authority, that in Cochin- 
China, where all words are monosyllabic, "people dis- 
tinguish their significations only by means of difierent 
accents in pronouncing them;^' and that, according to 
I^n de Rosny, '' the same syllable — for instance dai — 
signifies twenty-three entirely different things, according 
to the difierence of accent'.^' 

It must have been in this way, and while language 

" Lectures on the Science of Language, 2nd Series, p. 30. 
? Ibid. p. 29. 
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was yet in its most infant state^ and man stood in need 
of very few words, that the O served, by being differently 
pronounced, as his only language ; but when his vocabu — 
larly increased, and he began to express the differenfc:^ 
meanings of his O not only vocally but graphically, h^s 
must have soon made for himself an alphabet, and henc^^ 
a comparatively copious language. 



CHAPTER IX. 

PROOFS FROM THE ADMISSIONS OP THE LEARNED, THAT AL1> 
WORDS MUST HAVE EMANATED FROM THE NAME FIHSIT 
GIVEN TO THE SUN, THEN WORSHIPPED AS GOD, HENC]^ 
THE BEUEP IN VERY ANCIENT TIMES THAT LANGUAGE 
HAD A DIVINE ORIGIN — THE WORD. 

The reader is doubtless aware that all the names olc 
the heathen deities were in the beginning appellatives^ 
or, as they are also called, common names, just as the 
now proper names, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Carpenter, and Mr, 
Mason must have previously been. Now as this cannot 
be doubted, nor is it denied by any one, it follows from 
the admissions of the learned (unwittingly made), thatj 
as the names of all the gods and goddesses of antiquity 
served at one time or other to designate the sun, even 
without regard to sex, so must all other words have 
done, as it cannot be conceived that such multitudes of 
words could have ever had this single meaning without 
all other words having had it also — that is, when prima- 
rily considered. 



OHghi of Language and Myths. 19 

Here is what Sir William Jones — a man profoundly 
acquainted with as many as twenty languages^ and be- 
yond all doubt the most learned Oriental scholar England 
has to boast of — says on this subject : " We must not 
be surprised at finding, on a close examination, that the 
characters of all the pagan deities, male and female, melt 
into each other/and at last into one or two) for it seems 
a well-founded opinion that the whole crowd of gods and 
goddesses, in ancient Rome and modem Vdranes> mean 
orijFthe powers of nature,(and principally those of the 
*w») expressed in a variety of ways and by a multitude 
ofianciful names ^^' 

I beg to refer the reader to the work from which the 
above extract is taken, for other opinions to the same 
effect, confirmed by those of the learned of ancient times. 
Thus, it is shown that Jupiter was both male and female, 
not only the father but also the mother of the gods. 
And "Apuleius makes the mother of the gods of the 
masculine gender, and represents her describing herself 
as called Minerva at Athens, Venus at Cyprus, Diana at 
Crete, Proserpine in Sicily, Ceres at Eleusis ; in other 
places, Juno, Bellona, Hecate, Isis, &c. ; and if any 
doubt could remain, the philosopher Porphyry, than 
whom probably no one was better skilled in these mat- 
ters, removes it by acknowledging that Vesta, Thea, 
Ceres, Themis, Priapus, Proserpine, Bacchus, Attis, 
Adonis, Silenus, and the satyrs were all the same'.'^ 

And according to Hesychius Servius (upon VirgiFs 
-^neid, 1. ii. 632), in Cyprus Venus is represented 
with a beard, and called Aphrodite ! 

• Dissertation on the Gods of Greece and India, quoted in the 
Anacalypsis, voL i. p. 50. 
» Ibid. p. 49. 

C 2 
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And, according to Bryant, Metis is said to be, like the 
others, of two genders, and to be also the sun ^ I 

In the Anacalypsis (vol. i. p. 44) I find also the follow- 
ing : " After a life of the most painfiil and laborioiiB 
research, Mr. BryanVs opinion is, that all the various 
religions terminated in the worship of the sun. H© 
commences his work by showing, from a great variety of 
etymological proofs, that all the names of the deities 
were derived or compounded from some word whicli 
originally meant the sun. Notwithstanding the ridicule 
which has been thrown upon etymological inquiries, iu 
consequence of the want of fixed rules, or of the absurd 
length to which some persons have carried them, yet I 
am quite certain it must, in a great measure, be from 
etymology at last that we must recover the lost learning 
of antiquity.'^ 

'^ Macrobius* says that in Thrace they worship the 
sun or Solis Liber, calling him Sebadius; and from the 
Orphic poetry we learn that all the gods were one : — 

el? JZei;9, el? 'AifSiy?, el9"H'\A09, el? Aiowao^y 
el? ©€09, hf irdvreaac *. 

Nonnus also states, that all the different gods, what- 
ever might be their names, Hercules, Ammon, ApoUoj 
or Mithra, centred in the sun. 

Mr. Selden says, ^' Whether they be called Osiris, oi 
Orphis, or Nilus, or Siris, or by any other name, they all 
centre in the sun, the most ancient deity of the nations/ 

While language was yet in a very infant state, nc 
word being composed of more than one syllable, just ai 
it is at present in China, it could not be difficult t< 

> Bryant, vol. i. p. 204. Ed. 4to. • Sat. 1, L la 

s OrphicFragm. lY.p. 36. Gesner. Ed. 
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perceive that allnames^ when traced up to their original 
source, did not differ from that of the sun, whence the 
^ beKef that he (then adored as the universal god) and all 
"1 the other divinities were hut one and the same character. 
This too accounts for the origin of myths, for the wor- 
^ sliip not only of human heings as gods, hut even of ani- 
mals and inanimate things. But when a name was first 
given to a person or an ohject, it could not then lead to 
a belief so erroneous as to induce men to pay divine 
honours to either the one or the other ; for the real sig- 
nification of such a name must have then been well 
known, as it was of course ever given on accoimt of some 
quality found peculiar to the person or object it served 
to designate. But when with time such a name under- 
went so considerable a change that no one could tell 
what it first meant, and that it was perceived to be, 
however, one of the countless names of the sun, or to be 
easily traced to this source ; then must superstition have 
begun respecting whatever such a name designated, 
whether man, animal, or object. Hence the vast number 
of divinities with some people, as with the Egyptians 
for instance, who are reported to have had many thou- 
sands of them, perhaps nearly as many as they had words 
in their language. 

Need we now wonder at language having been ever 
regarded as something very sacred, as having had, in 
short, a divine origin ? 

There is a passage in the Anacalypsis (vol. ii. p. 6) taken 
from Georgius, according to which letters and supersti- 
tion are in Thibet so closely allied as to be found insepa- 
rable, so that neither can be examined or inquired into 
without bringing in the other. As the rays of light 
flow from the nature of the sun, even so do the 
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natives of Thibet believe that letters have emanate 
from the Deity. And, adds Georgius, the Indian 
entertain a belief somewhat similar about the Vec5 
of Brama and the book of Atzala Isuren. Respectin 
the letters of their alphabet, the Thibetans revere thei 
as wonderful gifts sent down from heaven*. And refe 
ring to this passage Higgins observes : ^^ The truth ^ 
the observation respecting the close connexion betwec 
letters and superstition cannot be denied ; and thus tb 
beautiful invention, which ought to have been the greate 
blessing to mankind, has been till lately its greatest cure 
But if at first it forged the chain, it will break it at last 

There is something like inspiration in what HiggiJ 
here says about letters breaking at last the chain * 
superstition ; and of this he would have had still le 
doubt had he known any thing of their real origin ; bi 
he makes a great mistake when he calls letters a beantif'^ 
invention. To consider them as an invention, would b 
as I have already said, and as M. Max Miiller has al 
since repeated, ^' to place a human being almost on a lev 
with God Himself, to raise his wisdom to an eminen 
immensely beyond its reach* .^^ 

The Chinese also hold letters in religious veneratio 
and when they have done with any writing, bum it wi 
peculiar ceremony*. 

* " Ex his, qu8B mecum inter viam communicarunt laudati P 
Cappucini e Tibetanis Missionibus reduces, protinus inteltexi tarn ar< 
et inseparabili vinculo apud eas gentcs duo base, litteras et superstit 
nem, inter se cohseresccre, ut alteram sine altero nee pertractari, I 
cogitari quseat. Ut enim video, qnem admodum defluunt radii a natt 
solis, sic litteras ab ipsa Dei substantia defiuxisse concipiunt. Sim 
quiddam de Yedam Bramhse, deque Atzalla Isureni libro, opinant 
Indi. Aliud quid lon^^e majus atque prsestantius de litterarum suart 
natura, ac dignitate Tibctani opinantur. Istas uti prodigiosa qusedi 
munera e ccelo demissa venerantur/* — Georg. Alph. Tib. Praef. pp. ix, t 

* See M. Max Midler's Lectures, vol. i. p. 3. 
' Alvarez, Hist. China, p. B4i. 
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It is not now to be wondered at that the ancients 
adored a being called fci Word. ^^ In the Zendavesta/^ 
says Bishop Marsh in his Michaelis, ^^ we meet with a 
being called ^Jhe Wordy who was not only prior in 
existence, but gave birth to Ormuzd, the creator of good; 
and to Ahriman, the creator of evil. It is true that the 
Mrork which we have at present under the title of 
Zendavesta, is not the ancient and genuine Zendavesta ; 
yet it certainly .contains many ancient and genuine 
Zoroastrian doctrines. It is said, likewise, that the 
Indian philosophers have their A6709, which, according 
to their doctrines, is the same as the Moz/o7ez/?79/' 

That is to say, their A0709, or Word, is taken in the 
sense of the Only Begotten of St. John. But whence did 
St. John derive his A6709 ? I must not say whence, 
since if I did, every narrow-minded religionist might 
3«cu8e me of blasphemy, and so do every thing to prevent 
^y discovery being made known ; and such too would 
"6 the pitiful plea of all such philologists as cannot 
^ow any one to be equal to or superior to themselves, for 
^ever bringing it into notice. I must not therefore dare 
to offer an opinion as to whence St, John derived his 
knowledge of the Word; but I cannot surely be censured 
^f I quote what '• a very learned and pious Christian 
■Bishop says on the subject : " Since St. John,^^ observes 
■Bishop Marsh in his Michaelis, " has adopted several 
^ther terms which were used by the Gnostics, we must 
include that he derived also the term A0709 from the 
s^e source. If it be further asked whence did the 
Gnostics derive this use of the expression. ^ Word ^ ? I 
^iiswer, that they derived it most probably from the 
Oriental or Zoroastrian philosophy, from which was bor- 
^wed a considerable part of the Manichean doctrines/' 
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To a certainty, if Bishop Marsh had lived in the t 
of Calvin, and if this holy Christian got him within 
power, he would have had him roasted alive like Serve 
on a slow fire ; and which merciful sentence would h 
been highly approved of by all his followers, nor '. 
nor least among these would be the gentle Melanchtl] 
To trace the Evangelist's doctrine of the Word to 
idolatrous source, would have been judged as a] 
christian as any thing the unfortunate Servetus wi 
about the Trinity. 

Now this undoubted fact, that in ancient times 
Word was revered as a Divine Being, must confirm s 
more and more the bold assertion that language gr< 
as I have shown, out of the name of the sun ; this obj 
having from the beginning been adored as God. Hei 
it cannot, according to Bishop Marsh, be wrong 
assign to this source the opening of the Go^el of I 
^ohn : " In the beginning wasTfhe Word, and The W< 
was with God, and God was the Word.'' A religic 
heathen could not receive these words but as Htera 
true, they being in perfect accordance with his o^ 
belief. 

And has not a Grecian philosopher cried out, on reg 
ing this opening of John's Gospel : " By Jove, tl 
barbarian is one of ourselves;" or, "This barbari 
believes as we do." I quote from memory ; but as t 
passage is well known, the reader will admit, if he shou 
recollect it, that I do not mistake as to the sem 
though I may do so as to the exact words. 
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CHAPTER X. 

THE ALPHABET. 

Origin of the signs €L, Si, and A. 

Bow does it happen that the O is not a very 

prominent character in many alphabets ? The cause of it 

Is this: the O first meant the sun, but from the sun 

Appearing always alone, it was made to signify one; and 

in order to know when it had the latter meaning, the 

figure 1, which was then, as at present, represented by a 

finger, was put by the side of the O thus, 01; and from 

®ach of these signs having precisely the same meaning— 

"tlat of one — an alphabet might have been made from 

Either of them, or from both united. And this has 

i^y happened, as the following will serve to show : 

*^It has been the opinion of some of the most enlightened 

^^ters on the languages of the East, that the Pali, or 

®^cred language of the priests of Boodh, is nearly allied 

*^ the Shanscrit of the Brahmins. The character in 

^iximon use throughout Ava and Pegu is a round 

-Nagari derived from the square Pali or religious text. 

■^-^ is formed of circles and segments of circles, variously 

^*%)osed and combined, whilst the PaU, which is solely 

applied to purposes of religion, is a square letter, chiefly 

Consisting of right angles '.^^ 

The round Nagari here referred to, and which is 
imposed of circles and segments of circles, must, in the 
"^ginning, have been the O ; and as to the Pali, which is 

' Kees's Cyolopsediaj art. Birmaix. 
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a square letter, chiefly consisting of right angles, it was, 
no doubt, made out of the hieroglyph I, which represented 
a finger, and like the O, meant also one, even as it does 
still. But the O and the I (the latter being merely ex- 
planatory of the former) could not have gone for ever side 
by side without having, with some people, coalesced, and 
made a single sign, such as t^, in which it is easy to 
perceive both an O and an I. And in this sig^ a, it 
is also easy to perceive an O and an I when we look 
closely at any large form of it. And what have we 
in this sig^ A? An I and an I joined by a hyphen; 
that is to say, it is composed of two signs, each mean- 
ing oncy which is also the meaning of the two signs 
composing d and a. From this it would appear that 
the sign A is less ancient than the sign CLy and that 
because the parts composing Gb (that is, O and I) have 
each the meaning of oney A does, for this reason, mean 
double one, the hyphen by which the one is joined to 
the other having here no more value than the hyphen 
of any compound word ; such, for instance, as in ^ ink- 
stand.'^ 

We have thus seen that an alphabet has been made 
from the O, since such an alphabet is still extant; and 
that an alphabet belonging to the same language has 
been made from the I, which, as an explanatory sign, 
was first placed by the side of the O, showing that the 
latter meant then one, and not the sun. 

Now, as this language, with its two alphabets, is, in 
the opinion of some of the most enlightened writers 
on the languages of the East, nearly allied to the San- 
skrit, it follows that the alphabet of the latter may 
have first been composed of an O only, and at a later 
period, of an O and an I, each standing apart from the 
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other, but not meaning more than a single sign ; this 

arising from the I being merely explanatory of the O. 

Now, if we suppose the Greek alphabet to be derived from 

that of the Sanskrit, the derivation must have taken place 

when the alphabet of the latter was in a rather primitive 

state. As we now see it, its characters are inconceivably 

artificial. They have all the appearance of having been 

fonned by a body of learned pedants, such men being 

. never satisfied with whatever appears plain and natural. 

Could any two alphabetical signs be more plain and 

significant than O and I? But how are these signs 

represented in the Sanskrit alphabet ? The O is made 

thus ?rt and the I thus ^. Such characters are, when 
compared with O and I, the very types of pedantry ; and 
all the other signs of this ugly alphabet are equally so. 

In the passage quoted above from Rees^s Cyclopaedia, 
we are told that the round Nagari is derived from the 
square Pali ; but it cannot have been so, for the former is 
^^ 0, and the latter has been formed from the I, which 
cannot have been in use as an articulate sound until 
some time after the O, which must have been man's 
first word. Here we see the cleverness of the priests of 
Buddha; they have succeeded in making not merely 
^ne vulgar, but, as we see from the passage just referred 
\ the learned also, believe that their alphabet is the 
^^ginal of the one made from the O. 

From the O and the I having so often and so long 
stood side by side, it was thought, after a time, that 
*% should never be separated. It was then, no doubt, 
^*^J*gotten why the I was first placed by the side of the 
^' No one, it would seem, any longer remembered 
^nat the I was so placed for the sole purpose of show- 
^g that the O then meant one, and not the sun. Heikft^^ 
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when either of these signs stood alone, the other wafi 
thought to be understood. This accounts for the dot over 
the I ; it represents the O supposed to have been then 
left out. There was also anciently a dot in the centre 
of the O, as if to signify the absence of the I. But this 
dot over the I has not remained in Greek, though it is 
still used in Latin and its dialects. 

In some words the O and I appear to have never 
coalesced and made d^ and this will account for one of 
these signs, having been often dropped. Thus, in some 
dialect of the Latin tongue, the 1 of the dig of digitus must 
have lost its O, for it is preserved in the French doigt; from 
which we may conclude that the latter was not derived 
from the digit of digitus, but from such a form as doigit. 
If the O and 1 of this word became (I, we should now, 
instead of doigt, have dagt or dagit. This has happened 
in Greek ; for the dak of daktulos (a finger) must have 
once been doih; that is, before the two sig^s and % had 

• 

fallen together and made d. 

This knowledge of the formation of the first alpha- 
betical sign may often lead not only to^ the discovery of 
the primitive forms of words, but to their primitive 
meanings also. Let us take, as a single instance, the 
Latin vfori. fiber, of which there are several very corrupt 
fonns in diflferent languages, but which could have never 
been, had not its primitive form been lost sight of, and 
along with it its primitive signification also. But the ex- 
planation just given of the original form of d may now en- 
able usto discover both, InEnglish/i^ris written beaver, 
in French bievre, in Italian bevero, in Spanish biverio, 
and in Swedish beAwer, all of which appear to have grown 
out of fiber ; and as this form does not tell us why this 
animal has been so named, and as the forms which have 
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deviated from it are^ in this respect^ equally meaningless^ 
Mre know no more of the primary signification of fiber 
tlan if it were a word belonging to the language of 
some other world than our own. And M. Littre^s fine 
dictionary, which is allowed to be the best authority 
extant, adds nothing whatever to the above information, 
as the following serves to show : ^^Anc. Wallon, buivre ; 
du Celtique : Cornwall, befer ; ou de TAllemand biber. 
Comparez le Latin fiber, castor. On a rapproche le 
Sanscrit babhru, rat, ichneumon/' This is all M. Littre 
says of fiber, so that we are not now a whit more 
enKghtened as to the primitive meaning of this word 
tlan we were before. But now, the mere schoolboy 
^ho has attended to the explanation just given of the 
origm of dy may see at a glance that the i oi fiber has, 
as its dot indicates, O understood, and that this word is 
therefore {orfoiber, and consequently, as O and 1 make d, 
fi)r/ai<?r; and as this word means a workman, and a mason 
^ much as it does a carpenter, and as the animal in 
question is well known for the wonderful talent it dis- 
plays in the building of its habitation, we may be sure 
^i its name is but another word for mason. Hence 
Noel, as the schoolboy will find on consulting his dic- 
tionary for the meaning ot faber, gives the following 
explanation oi faber (Bdium, namely, maitre magouy that 
^> master mason. And such is the animal which is 
designated by the wori fiber; and this is confirmed by its 
other name, that of castor, of which the root cas is also 
the root of casa, a house. And as magon and maison are 
iQ French radically the same, so are castor and casa, 
M We were, therefore, to invent a word literally expres- 
sive of beaver or fiber, we should say that it ought to be 
called the homer; that is, the house-maker. 
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Such an etymology as this can be always relied upon 
because the sense obtained will apply, the beaver being 
remarkable for his skill as a builder. But however clo« 
the resemblance may be in form of any two words, th< 
etymology should be regarded as worthless, unless th< 
agreement between them in sense be equally striking 
Let it not, therefore, be said that according to my prin 
ciples a word can be made to have whatever meaning 
the etymologist may choose to give it, for it is not so 
Take as an instance, the words wich and wicked, Ii 
form they are radically the same. This may be alsc 
said of meche and mechant in French ; but as there is n( 
relationship whatever between the wick of a candle anc 
wickedness, we cannot suppose that either idea wai 
named after the other. The radical identity in form o: 
two such words in two different languages is, however 
startling ; but of which we shall see the cause farthei 
on. 



CHAPTER XI. 

HOW AN ENTIRE ALPHABET HAS BEEN MADE OUT OF 

O AND I COMBINED. 

Let us now show how an alphabet has been formed fron 
O and I combined, and not from each of these signi 
taken separately, as the two alphabets belonging to th( 
language spoken in the Birman Empire, throughout Avj 
and Pegu, have been made. We have already seen ho^ 
the two parts composing (1, have each the meaning of one 
though both combined mean no more, this arising fron 
the I being merely explanatory of the O, which, withou 
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tiiis explanation, must, in the beginning, have always 
named the sun. When we do therefore meet with O in 
old English used in the tense of one, we should regard 
its explanatory sign, the I, as having been dropped, so 
that 0, though alone, is to be considered as equal to 01, 
and consequently to a, a, or A. The English reader 
will find instances of O meaning one, in HalliwelFs 
valuable edition of the '^^ Voiage and Travaile of Sir John 
Maundevile, Kt.,'' and also in Wycliffe^s translation of 
the Bible. 

The following passages from the first of these two 
works may be here quoted. 

"And partie of the crowne of oure Lord, wherewith 
he was crowned, and (M of the nayles, the spire heed, 
and many other relikes ben in Prance, in the kinges 
chapelle^' (p. 12). 

'' But men ban departed hem in two parties : of the 
whiche, part is at Parys, and the other part is at Con- 
stantinoble '^ (p. 13). 

"And thei seyn that there scholde be but masse 
seyd at on awtier, upon day'' (p. 19). 

In two of these passages (the first and the third) (Yd 
^ used for O, because it precedes words beginning with 
a Vowel. There is, therefore, the same difference be- 
tween and (M that exists between the two forms of the 
^definite article {a and an) in English. But I should 
*^^re state one of my rules, which, as the reader will see, 
I shall often have occasion to apply ; it is the following : 
Every vowel may take a nasal sound ; that is, be followed 
'^yWior n. Or should the sense, in the analyzing of 
^ords, require it, the nasal sound of a vowel may be 
flopped ; that is, lose its m or n. There is therefore no 
Terence between and OYh, And as O means both the 
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sun and one, even so does OU. If we except the eupho-* 
nical tendency which prevails for making and d become 
071 and CLTl before words beginning with a vowel, the 
sole cause of giving to the latter signs a nasal sound is, 
that some persons are accustomed to pronounce th^m 
through the nose, whilst others are not. Hence, as there 
is no difference in meaning between such a word as 
educatio in Latin, and education in French and English, 
neither is there any difference in meaning between and 
OTl. And that 071 is a well-known name of the sun, the 
following will serve to show : " Various derivations are 
given of the word on, but they are all unsatisfactory. 
It is written in the Old Testament in two ways, ywn 
aun and 3K an. It is usually rendered in English by 
the word 071, This word is supposed to mean the sun, 
and the Greeks translated it by the word ^X«>9, or sol •/' 
The circumstance of on having been so translated by the 
Greeks, must remove all doubt as to its real meaning. 
And from the identity of and 071, we thus obtain the 
most undoubted proof that the O must have been also a 
name of the sun, there being no more difference in mean- 
ing between and 071 than there is, as just stated, be- 
tween educatio and education. The following, from the 
authority quoted above, affords of this fact another 
very plain proof: "The in Syriac or Pushto 
(which we have found is the same as Tamul) was the 
emphatic article the ®.'^ This is, I say, a very plain 
proof that the O means both one and the sun, for 
every article, whether definite or indefinite — no matter 
to what language it may belong — ^means on^. And as 
it is only conventionally that such articles differ in 
meaning, it follows that if the indefinite article means 

» Axiacalypsis, vol. i. p. 109. » Ibid. vol. ii. p. 260. 
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one — and every body is aware that it does — such, too, must 
be the meaning of the one called the definite. In Cornish, 
a very ancient British dialect, the word an stood for the \ 
But I shall be told that if O meant oney and if it was also 
the definite article in any language whatever, it follows 
that I, which at present means one^ may have been also, 
in some language or other, the definite article, since, 
according to what has been thus far shown, it cannot 
differ in meaning from O. And that I has been so used 
I learn from the respectable authority last quoted, who 
says, '^I was. the ancient emphatic article of the 
Saxons ^/' 

It is thus made self-evident that O and I have each 
the meaning of one ; and as this is allowed to be the 
meaning of the indefinite article, it is equally evident 
that the sole difference in use, not in meaning, between 
every two such words is merely conventional. 

This knowledge enable^ us to account for the definite 
article being so often a name of God. The author of 
the Anacalypsis alludes to this fact as something very 
remarhabley but he could not possibly tell how this hap- 
pened j for this it was necessary to know that the O was 
the first name of the sun, and consequently of the sup- 
posed creator of the world, this grand object having been 
anciently revered as such; and that, from its always 
appearing ahne in the heavens, it served as a name for 
oney which is also the meaning of the definite or emphatic 
article, as we have just shown. But Higgins might 
state more than he has done respecting the identity of 
this name and that of God ; he only observes as follows : 
'^ It is very remarkable that the emphatic article should 
so often be the name of God : — Arabic, Al ; Coptic, Pi ; 

1 The Ghielic of the is also an. 3 Anacalypsis, vol. ii. p. 199. 

1) 




34 Origin of Language and Myths. 

Hebrew, n (^), and I, and II'. '' He might have al 
observed that the radical part of the Greek TheoQ {the) 
and the de of the Latin Deus are also two emphatic 
articles, the former being our the and the latter, whic 
cannot differ from the any more than burthen can fro 
burden^ being the same word in Dutch. Parkhurst giv 
also to al, as a Hebrew word, the meaning of the. 
the following, which Higgins quotes from Parkhurst, ii 
very important, inasmuch as it serves to confirm all 
have thus far said of the sun and the article : — '^ Al or 
was the very name the heathens gave to their God Sol 
their lord or ruler of the hosts of heaven ^J' 

To the above I beg to add the following from thesam< 
authority : — '^ Parkhurst says, that the word Al 
God, the Heavens, Leaders, Assistance, Defence, 
Interposition, &c. j'^ and according to a quotation 
from Whiter, ^^ Al, Al, means Deus optimus maximus *.' 

I have thus shown how it happens that the same 
means God, the sun, one, and the ; and that this know 
ledge has been obtained from having discovered tin 
origin of human speech, is now made self-evident. 

But how can such a word as the English article 
have grown out of O ? In order to see how thi^^ 
has happened, it will, I perceive, be here necessary ix^ 
state one of the rules that have grown out of my 
discovery of the origin of human speech, namely, thaif 
initial vowels may be aspirated ; that is, have an h pre- 
fixed to them. Hence the exclamation O ! has become 
ho ! But when O served, not as an interjection, but as an 
article, it meant one ; and such must have been the sense 
in which it was taken when it signified the in Syriac, as 

' Anacalypsis, vol. ii. p. 200. ^ Ibid. vol. i. p. 67. 

5 Ibid. vol. i. p. G5. 
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we have just seen. But even in this language, O must 
have been often aspirated, just as in English many 
persons at the present hour pronounce ho instead of O, 
so great is the tendency to aspirate initial vowels. 
Hence it is that the definite article in Greek is ho (6), 
that is, O asperated. But there must have been a time 
when this O had not the sign which represents h put 
over it, all persons not being equally addicted to aspirate 
initial vowels, though many are accustomed to do so. 
Now, what is the difference in meaning between ho (0) 
and its feminine, he (17)? There is no difference whatever 
in meaning; their difference in gender is but conventional. 
Hence ho (6) might as well have been he (17), or 17 might 
as well have been 6. 

How can we now prove ho and he (0 and 17) to be equal 
to the ? By showing what is well known, namely, that the 
sign which Greek scholars call the Sjpiritusasjper, or rough 
breatjiing, and which is nothing more than the sign h, 
is sometimes represented by thy that is, by this sign, 0, 
Thus, Donnegan, under Theta, has the following : — " 6 
seems to have sometimes supplied the place of the spiritus 
asper, the rough breathing, as Oafia instead of afih, and 
OaKacTday formed from aX?/' According to this view, 
the masculine and feminine definite article 6 and 17 (ho 
and he) is equal to tlio and the ; and here the and e can 
no more differ from each other than they do in older and 
elder y or than they do in show and shew ; by which it is 
shown that both 6 and 17 are but other forms of the. The 
Greek definite article might have therefore been Qi] 
instead of o. And as 6 cannot differ from O, and as O 
was the first name of the sun, and as the sun was then 
revered as the supreme divinity, it follows that 
the might have served as a name for the sun, and con- 

D 2 
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sequently for God. And this has happened, for ^ko 
must have first been 09 ^€, and then have by transpositio: 
become ^€09 ; just as the two Italian words il sole (th 
sun) have in French become soleil ; by which we se 
that the 09 of ^€09 must, like the il of soleil, have one 
been an article. 

These latter etymologies confinn what we have alread; 
shown, namely, that the word signifying the sun mean 
one — Whence sol and solus — and that one has been also, r 
all languages, the meaning of the definite article th§ 
which accounts for this word being also eithe 
exactly or radically the same as the name of God, as w 
shall see more fiiUy in the proper place *. 

There is another very plain proof that 6 and 17 cannc 
differ from the, and which is this : the spiritus asper, c 
hy is often represented by other signs, as by * for instanc * 
besides 6; witness eTrra (seven) becoming septem i 
Latin, and vSeop (water) being the original of Sudc^ 
sweat. Hence 6 and 17 are equal to so and se; ao 
though the definite article, is, as in English, represents 
in Saxon by the, it 4s represented by se also; and tlv 
proves the equality of two such words as 17 and tie, arz 
consequently of* 6, which does not differ from 17 b« 
conventionally, since both words have each the meauirs 
of one. 

But has not se in Saxon the meaning of sea also ? Z 
has, with several other meanings besides ; and for all ^ 
which the reader will be well able to account farther c^ 
though their origin has been hitherto unknown. As to tl: 
neuter of 6 and 17, that is to, it is equal to cro, this oth^ 



* Cicero does therefore mistake, when he derives qoI from sol'< 
(De Natura Deorum, lib. ii.) ; for sol is the original of soloa, and n." 
Us derivative. 



Origin of Language and Myths. 3 7 

form of 6 ; and as S and t are in Greek as the same sign — 
witness <tv and tu, ^'Xjaiaaa and y\&TTa — it follows that 
the neuter to is but another form of the masculine cro, 
which, from the spiritus asper being so often replaced by 
S, must, in one or more of the Greek dialects long since 
forgotten, have been used for 6. 

The origin of a and an have not perhaps been made 
sufficiently evident. Let us therefore notice them again. 
As has 1 understood, and as and 1 when they coalesce 
make 6t, it follows, since O means one^ that such too is 
the meaning of (X. And as when used as an article 
before words beginning with a vowel, as shown above, 
became for the sake of euphony on ; and as the of this 
Word has, as well as the of d, its 1 understood ; and as 
on is therefore equal to oin, it follows, that by the 
joining of its and I (making (l) it is the same as (XU. 
O mi on must have therefore been the earliest forms of •' 
g and CLU . It has, however, been supposed, since the 
corresponding words of several other languages end with, 
^j that dTl is the original of Q/. But this happens to be 
a mistake. 

But here the reader may beg me to observe that there 
18 a wide difference in form betwee» such names of the 
*^eity or the sun as Al and Pi, for instance, and their 
assumed original, the O. This is very true ; but it is 
^ot in this place, but farther on, so considerable a 
aifference in form can be accounted for. The reader 
Dinst be first brought acquainted with a few more of the 
^les that have grown out of our discovery, and especially 
^th the origin of the roots of language. 
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CHAPTER Xn. 

THE KEMAIKIKG VOWELS. 

Having now sufficiently accounted for a, 1, and 0, ^^ 
may notice the remaining vowels, and then the consonants* 1 
If it be true that all the signs of an alphabet ha^® 
grown out of man's first articulate sound (the "0), ^ 
should regard the e of the Latin word tfCB as an ; 
and as O was so often attended by I, as an explanatory 
sign, that when absent it was thought to be understood* 
and that it should, for this reason, be supplied^ '^ 
follows that tres cannot differ from treiiy and which ^^ 
confirmed by this form being the Greek of i/res. B^* 
as f? is less ancient than O (man's first word), tres mti^ 
have once been troi^ which, when the 1 understood ^^ 
supplied, will become trou. If this word, which ^ 
the French of tres^ be derived from the Latin, tt* 
derivation cannot have taken place from the Latin jacy^ 
extant, but from one of its ancient dialects, long siu-^ 
lost and forgotten. If the and the i of trois, h^ 
coalesced, the French of three would not nowbe^<?i^ 
but tras. In this form, e, of the vowel we are account!^ 
for, it is not difficult to perceive a modification of tf^ 
0, and which is also apparent in its Greek representati^ 
c. As to the capital E, it is nothing more than tb* 
half of the Greek eta, which is made thus, H. An^ 
as H is equal to an I and an I joined by a hyphen 
we see that its parts may be said to mean double one 
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wli.icli is also the meaning of the parts comprising d, 
Bi, and A. In the small form of eta, which is made 
thus, 7), it is also easy to perceive a douhle one. 

The next vowel to be accounted for ig[] TJ, which h as ^ 
\)een also made thus, V, though this sign is now a con- 
sonant. But in each of its forms it is easy to perceive 
double I, especially in V. U is t herefore equal to the 
parts composing a, that is, to O and I. Henc e, in 
Some dialect of the Latin tongue, such words as crux and 
««« must have once been written croix and noixy as they 
are at present in French. And that U is, like 01, equal 
to a, -we see by comparing fi^rther and farther, ex«^lt 
and extflt, and the German mutter with its Latin equiva- 
lent, mater ; and also the German nnd with its English 
form, and; -■■ 

As W and Y are vowels at the end of words and 
syllables, they should be also noticed. In W, as its 
English name implies, we have a U or V doubled, so that 
it is but a repetition of the fifth vowel, already accounted 
for. |ALS_ta-Y, it is, as every one knows, equal to the 
Greek ypsilon, that is, to U ; and hence it is that syllaba 
^ Latin, or syllable in English, is suUabe in Greek, and 
of which there are many other instances. From y 
feing thus the same as U, it must, like this sign, be 
equal to oi. This will account for U in Greek being 
sometimes changed by the jEolians, as Donnegan 
observes, for 0%, For the same reason V in English be- 
oomes sometimes 01 in French, this arising from y being 
the same as U; witness w^self and ^^y self, in which y is 
tie oi of moi-m^mQ and ^oi-m^me. And that the and 
^ of moi and toi are equal to d, we see on allowing them 
to meet, as moi and toi will then become ma and ta, 
^hich shows how they have been converted into posses- 
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sives, from having first been datives. In me and te w« 
have still the same words ; for as their 6 is for O, am 
as has 1 understood, me and te are precisely equal t- 
moi and tou Moi-mSme and toi-mSme might have theres 
fore been me-m^me and te-mSrae ; and, for the sani_ 
reason, so might myself and thyself have been meself an« 
theeself But if moi and toi be equal to ma and t'a^ ho^ 
are we to account for their masculine forms, mon and ton - 
By observing that from moi and toi the i was dropped 
and that then the O took the nasal sound, as everj 
vowel may or may not do. 

M. Littre in his etymology of me^ says that it is the 
same as moi ; and this is very true. But he cannot have 
known that if these two words are identical, it arisen 
jfrom me being for mo, and consequently for moi, the 1 
being understood with O. And in his etymology of moi 
the same high authority says, ^^La forme ancienne est mei 
mi, k c6te de moi ; ce qui exclut I'accusatif Latin me/ 
This cannot be ; for as is more ancient than e, so ii 
moi more ancient than mei, from which mi does no* 
differ but from its 6 having been dropped. The Latii 
me is still the same word, but less ancient than moi 
which must have belonged to some Latin dialect o: 
patois, of which perhaps no trace now remains beyonc 
some words in French and other modern idioms. Ane 
thus it must often happen, that words supposed to b( 
corrupt forms of their parallels in Latin, are, on th( 
contrary, their originals, having come down to us, noi 
from this language as it is at present, but as it may hav< 
once been. For the reason that O — man's first word- 
must be older than 6, it follows that the Latin wordi 
m^, te, and se must be l6ss primitive than moi, toi, ane 
soi. But we are not hence to suppose that French i 
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older than Latin, but that it is so in many of its 
words '• 

We see by this short notice of the vowels, that it is 
not a difference in either sound or form can prove that 
there are different letters. Thus, as an instance, if I 
write show with an or with an ^ {shew) the meaning 
will be the same. And if there were to be a difference 
in meaning between two such words, it would be only 
cjonventional. Hence it is that letters do constantly 
interchange, which could not be if a difference in either 
sound or form constituted different letters. In these 
three signs. A, (X, a, we have not three different letters, 
but the same letter shaped differently; and if it had 
fifty other shapes, it would be still the same letter. 
And though this first alphabetical sign is allowed to 
have four very different sounds, as heard in the words 
«le, «11, c<?t, and b«r, it is never on this account regarded 
as four different letters, but still as the same letter 
pronounced thus differently ; and if it were to be pro- 
nounced in as many other ways, it would be still no 
more than the same single sign. But if letters differed 
as much in power from one another as do the ten 
numeral signs, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 0, then indeed 
it might well be said that there are some twenty-four 
or twenty-six letters in an alphabet, each, like the ten 
numerals, with a value peculiar to itself; but for the 

7 It may be thought that moy and toy are, because no longer in use, 
more ancient than moi and toi ; but it is a mistake to think so. It must 
have been from the sounds of i and y being similar, that y was formerly 
used for i, even as it is still. Thus many forms of words are supposed to 
be old, whilst they are, when compared with those which replace them, 
really modern. And as it is with words, even so is it with our present 
fashions. The grand lady of our day prides herself upon wearing what 
she imagines had never been thought of before; but her grandmother 
will undeceive her by assuring her that when she was a girl her bonnet 
or her gown was made in precisely the same way. 
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reason that they replace one another, this cannot 
said. It were, therefore, as difficult to prove that ti^ 
are even so few as two diflTerent letters in an alphab^ 
as to find the quadrature of the circle or perpetu ^ 
motion. 

Before we now proceed to account for those sigi^ 
called consonants, it may be necessary to draw th 
reader's attention to a very important fact. He ha. 

seen how each vowel is equal to not only every othei 

• • • . 

vowel, but even to such combinations as 0%, 10, ei, or l€ 
Thus he has seen how the Latin of three, that is, tre 
(and which is but a different form of tros), is not onl^ 
equal to treis (its equivalent in Greek) but to trois ii 
French. And what does this serve to show ? It serve 
to show that if the single sign O has been the firs 
name ever given to the sun, this object may afterwards— 
that is, when the O took its explanatory I — ^have beei 
named 01, 10, 61, or 16, And if I, who make this state 
ment, can find no instance in proof of its reality, ther 
are, most likely, many others who can. But I have ai 
instance. Thus Parkhurst, referring to W (and whicl 
is the same as 10), says : "n* 10 is several times joine< 
with the name n)n* t6V6, so we may be sure that it i 
not, as some have supposed, a mere abbreviation of tha 
word. See Isaiah xii. 2 ; xxvi. 4. Our blessed Lor« 
solemnly claims to Himself what is intended in thi 
divine name rr 16, John viii. 58 : Before Abraham wat 
Ern EIMI, I AM (comp. vv. 24, 28). And the Jew 
appear to have well understood Him,ybr tAen took the^ 
ujp stones to cast at Him, Prom this divine name n* 1€ 
the ancient Greeks had their Ir}, It), in their invocation 
of the gods, particularly of Apollo i.e. The Light. An 
hence ai (written after the oriental manner, from righ 



Origin of Language and Myths. 43 

to left), afterwards ei, was inscribed over the great door 
of the Temple of Apollo at Delphi ^/^ 

The above passage serves to show that IE (which is 
the same as 10) and EI (which is the same as 01) 
served not only as a name of the true God, but of 
Apollo or the sun also ; and so must the O itself have 
done before the I had been yet joined with it. But 
Parkhurst mistakes when he allows us to understand 
that it was from IE (the name of the true God) the 
Greeks took their name of the sun; for the first object 
of worship over the world was that great orb which 
appeared to animate all nature. 

Before attempting to account for the difierent forms 
of the consonants, we should not forget that there must 
have been a time when they were all represented by 
'^ circles and segments of circles variously disposed and 
combined,^' as they are at present in the alphabet of the 
language spoken in the Birman Empire, ^^ throughout 
Ava and Pegu.^' Hence, such letters as d, c, rf, &c., 
which are now so very different from the O, were first, 
like all the other consonants, represented by modifica- 
tions of this sign. But when the O and its explana- 
tory sign (the I) coalesced, and were regarded as the 
O had been before — that is, as a single sign, though 
composed of two — ^then letters took such forms as they 
have at present in the languages of Europe, having 
been all made to represent the single compound sign 
Ojy or one of its two parts, the other, when not expressed, 
being then understood, 

8 Lexicon, p. 128, ed. 1778. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

THE CONSONANTS. 

B. The account to be given of this sign may be Ion 
for, as it constitutes the principal part of the auxiliai^'^^ 
. verb to be, it will necessarily suggest several observa-^ 
tions, and probably some new etymologies relating tcP^ 
this important word ; and as nothing deserving of par—'' 
ticular notice during such an inquiry should be lightly^ 
treated, digressions of some length, before our noticing*^ 
in regular order the other consonants, appear inevit-^ 
able. 

As the first form of A, a, or a was O I, as I have * 
shown, so must it have been (the two signs having 
changed places) the first form of B also, which is com- 
posed of an I and an O, the latter being thus modified^ 
3 ; that is to say, it is the O divided in two. The 
parts composing B did, therefore, previously to their 
having coalesced, stand thus, I 3, apart from ea<;h other ; 
and as the I is here but explanatory of the other part ( 3), 
the latter must, by itself, have long served for B. 

And for the reason that this earliest form of B is an 
O divided in two, we should regard it as a vestige of the 
old alphabet, which must have been composed of circles 
and segments of circles. Other vestiges of this alphabet 
may be discovered by giving to this ancient form of B,^ 
that is to 3, other positions. When it is, for instance, 
put thus '^, it is an M j and when put thus uj, it is a W ; 
and when thus f , it is an E. Even in S, it is easy to 
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perceive the same sign, the upper and the lower part of 
this letter being each the half of an O. 

Let us now take advantage of this knowledge, and see 
to what it will lead. When we regard this second part 
of B, that is 3, as but a different form of S, we perceive 
that B is composed of I and S, so that it is the word IS, 
which is an inflection of the verb to Be. Let us now 
observe that from I being supposed to have always O 
imderstood, the word IS cannot differ from OIS, that is, 
when the O and I meet and make d^ dS, which is in 
Sanscrit the verb Be. And as the O of OIS is the same 
as 6, it follows that OIS cannot differ from eiS, in which, 
when the 1 is dropped, we have es, and this is the root of 
the Latin esse. In eis we see also, since S contains the 
parts composing the Saxon m (av) the ufi, of the Greek 
Hfity and also the English word fl^»^, which represents 
the ufi of afiii the u of this word being for oi, and oi 
for a. 

In the two pa rts composing B (that is, in 3) we have 
also IE , that is, %e, which was, according to Parkhurst, a 
name both of the true God and the sun ; and as the 
latter was adored as the author of existence, this explains 
why the verb to Be, which implies existence, should have 
obtained a name not different from that of the sun. 
And we must not forget that Parkhurst, as shown 
above, referring to le under its Hebrew form n> [61) and 
its Greek form Ir), expresses himself thus : — " From this 
divine name ri' [16) the ancient Greeks had their I17, 
I17, in their invocations of the gods, especially of Apollo, 
i. e. The Light\" 

And the light was the sun. 

And as le is the same as 10, and as the I is here 

' Lexicon, p. 128. 
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only explanatory of the O, the latter sign should he 
regarded as the genuine root, and as having long pre- 
ceded 10 or le as a name of the sun. Hence, under its . 
Hebrew form n, that is £>, Parkhurst explains it thus : : 
^^ Prefixed to a noun, it is emphatical, and may be ren- - 
dered The or This, It answers to the Greek o, ^, , 
To/^ And he further adds that it is also, when pre-- 
fixed to a noun, vocative or pathetic. Thus D'OlWl, . 
esmim, that is, heavens; and y^Nn earj, which jj^fioj^^ 
earthy the n, ^, is in both words rendered by O j thus, 
O heavens ! O earth * ! " 

This is worthy of observation, for we see by it that 
the same word means both The and 0, and that it is the 
very root of the word which means both the true God 
and the sun ; while it is also the root of \\^X\i eiey which 
is the Hebrew of the verb to Be. The intelligent reader 
may remind me that the above is still deserving of ob- 
servation for another reason, namely, it confirms the 
statement made farther back, that the definite article is 
in many languages the same as the name of God, and 
which word was also, as we shall see, a name of the sun. 

When we now call to mind that IS and the Sanskrit 
as are one and the same word, we discover, since one of 
the forms of S, as shown above, is (^ (M) that neither 
IS nor OIS can differ from am, which is not only another 
inflection of the verb Be, but it is this word itself; for the 
root of Be is B, that is 1 3, and as 3 when put thus '^ , is 
the Saxon M, it follows that the two signs 1 3 are not only 
equal, as already shown, to IS but also to I'^ , that is, 
IM, and as the I of IM has, as usual, O understood, IM 
cannot differ from OIM, that is, as the O and I make 
a, Qlflfl. Hence, as already shown, there can be no dif- 

^ Lexicon, p. 122. 
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ference, "except conventionally, between two such expres- 
sions as " if I am " and " if I be" It is, therefore, only 
by chance that in English we have am instead of aSy 
there not being a shade of difference in meaning be- 
tween these two forms. This view is confirmed by 
asmi in Sanscrit, which those who are learned in this 
language explain by I am ; tlie part as being for am, and 
mi being for nmy and ma for I. 

When we now make the sign ^ take this position 3, y/ 
we bring it equal to the second part of B, and so per- 
ceive that when B is plaoed thus '^ , it is an M. Hence, 
in Greek Mopro^ is the same as BpoTo^, and in English 
Brine is the same as Mrine; that is. Marine, radical 
part of manner y French of to pickle or put in brine. In 
the same way we discover the primary sense of bride 
(hitherto, as well as brine, unknown), and see that it is 
for Mride, that is Maride, which does not differ from 
married; and the French of bride is la mar lee, that is, the 
married one. We now see why Beugler is the same as 
Meugler, 

T hat B a nd W are also often used for each other, is / 
made evident by comparing the names Bill and Will, 
which are used indifferently for William. Na^ob is also 
written Nawab. And that the bi/ of " good by" is for way, 
is shown by the locution " by the by" since this is as 
frequently written by the way ;" the second by of these 
phrases is therefore for wy, which, when the vowel un- 
derstood is supplied, becomes way. Hence, when we say 
*^ good by" to a person, we wish \l\tcl2u good way y that is, a 
good journey ; and this too is confirmed by the " bon 
t;ayage " of the French. 

And t hat in M andJ i^ we have the same sign in dif- v 
ferent positions is shown by such a word as Mind, which 
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has^ under this form^ no meaning ; birt when we make 
M take its form of W, we discover the primary sense of 
Mind, on perceiving that it is Wind. And this etymology 
cannot be called in question since the Hebrew mi mh^ 
the Greek irv^vfia, and the Latin spiritus, each of which 
means mind, are but other words for wind or breathy and 
of which the learned have been well aware, though never 
suspecting that Mind is the word Wind itself. This 
Etymology is also confirmed by the word Wit ; for as 
every vowel may, as we shall see farther on, either take 
or lose a nasal sound, it follows that wit is equal to 
wint, that is, wind, t and d being here as the same sign. 

Another plain instance of the identity of M and W is 
afforded by the German word Mensch being our word 
Wench. 

When, years ago, I pointed out the identity of M and 
W, and was ridiculed for my pains, I little thought that 
the truth of my discovery could be made evident by the 
Sanskrit language, of which the W is often represented 
in Latin by M. Thus, in a work lately published, of 
very great learning and merit, I find the following : 
'^ La naso-labiale M remplace souvent en latin la labiale 
douce prolongee aryaque W ; ainsi nous trouvons Mare, 
mer, au lieu du Sanskrit Wari ; de m^me encore les ter- 
minaisons thematiques latines en Men, Min, Ment, &c., 
sont pour des organiques Wan, Want (Sanskrit van, 
vant), fee."'' 

We have thus seen how out of 10 have grown the 
several signs B, M, W, and S, and to which we may 
add X, for this sign is also made thus X, in which we 
see the two parts composing S, and which, wnen they 

3 La Langae Latinc etudiee dans I'Unit^ Indo-Eorop^nne, &c., par 
Amed6e de Caix de Saint Aymour, p. 77. 
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are placed thus tr\^ make the Saxon M, and, on heing 
placed thus uj, they are as evidently a W. The Latin 
^O'X is therefore the vow of vowA ; and though we do not 
write hloxoniy it were, however, as correct as blossom or 
hloom. And in the verh to blow, as flowers do, we have 
also bhm, that is, bloom ; and this is confirmed by the 
following from Webster, imder the word blow : "K flower, 
a blossom. This word is in general use in the United 
States. In the Tatler it is used for blossoms in general/' 

It is scarcely necessary to observe that flos (Latin of 
flower) and the bloss of blossom are one and the same. 

We have also seen how the combination 10 is the 
same as IE or EI, a name, according to Parkhurst, both 
of the true God and the sun. Qnr nn|.j^ ff ()f TO has also s/^ 
led to the origin of the verb to Be, and to its two inflec- 
tions IS and AM, as well as to its Sanskrit form, AS. 
-^d as this verb takes in Hebrew the form \\*\\ eie ; and 
^j according to Parkhurst (p. 127), the final e may be 
here omitted ; it follows that in Hebrew the name of 
tile true God, and of the sun, and the verb to be, make, 
when radically considered, the same word. And it is 
reasonable to suppose that it should be so, the. sim being 
worshipped at the time as the author of existence. But 
the primary signification of the verb to be has been 
titiierto so little known, that Victor Cousin, in contro- 
verting Locke's opinion that ideas apparently immaterial 
^y be traced to material sources, chooses the verb to 
^« as a proof that this opinion cannot be true. These 
are his words : ^' Je ne connais aucune langue ou le mot 
franjais etre soit exprime par un correspondant qui re- 
pr&ente une idee sensible '.^^ 

To which M. Renan replies : '^Le verbe etre, dis-je, 

3 Cours de 1829. Le9on 29. 
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dans presque toutes les langues se tire d^une idee g 
sible \'' 

In support of this opinion he refers to the verb A 
in several languages, and concludes by tracing it 
words signifying to breathe or to stand, and hence sh 
that it is not an abstract idea. But this does not § 
us the origin of either to breathe or to stand, thougl 
serves to confute Cousin^s opinion. Philologists imag 
that when they find two words alike, one of them n 
be the original of the other, whereas they may be no y 
related, as the cause of their being alike may arise f: 
their being both traceable to a source to which ^ 
different ideas may belong. How does it happen 1 
the verb to he may be expressed by two words so oj 
site in meaning as to breathe and to stand? 
shall see presently how this happens. But M. Re 
should have attempted an explanation of what t 
appears to be inexplicable, and his admitting 1 
such an anomaly could not be accounted for, might j 
him to confess that of the origin of the verb to he he 
still ignorant, though well aware it cannot be an 
stract idea. 

But from our having shown that the earliest f 
of the verb to hCy namely 10, was also the name of 
sun, and that this object was regarded as the autho 
all existence, we at once see that the verb to be 
called after the sun, and we know why it should have 
name. 

But why should the verb to he and to stand be 
pressed alike ? Because to stand means to be uprighl 
that it is the contrary of being low ; and as it is to 1 
ness or the being down, the idea expressed by t 

^ De I'Origine du Langage, p. 129. 
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or death is, as stated farther back; to be traced, it fol- 
lows that to stand must, from its having- the opposite 
meaning, imply existence, that is, the not being down, 
the not being laid low. )C 

Now also we can account for the verbs to he and to 
go having been originally the same ; for 'Et/^t in Greek 
means not only / amy but also I go. We see that this 
arises from existence implying motion; and according 
to this view, any other kind of motion might, as well 
as that of going, be expressed by the verb to be. 
Hence je suis means not only I am, but also I follow. 
And so might it have meant I come or I go ; for these 
two ideas (come and go) might have been also ex- 
pressed alike. Hence it is that in Hebrew i<l 6a means, 
according to Parkhurst, both to coTne and to go ; and 
in Sander's Hebrew and French dictionary i<n hua has 
also both these meanings. But in all languages 
instances are no doubt to be found of the same verb 
meaning both to go and to come; and every such 
word may have also often served as a name of the sun, 
as well as all those in any way significant of motion, 
such as aWy wind, breath, flying, flight, flowing, running, 
walking, &c., for it is only conventionally, as I shall 
often have occasion to show, that words expressive of 
such ideas differ in meaning. 

But as words very different from those signifying 
motion must have named many other ideas called 
after the sun, — such, for instance, as light, heat, fire, 
&c., — may not the verb to be and such ideas be 
expressed alike? This cannot but happen. Thus, in 
Hebrew tt^K as mesmsflre; whilst in Sanskrit it is the 
verb to de. For this the reader can now very easily 
account. He must know that it does not arise from 

E 2 
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the verb to he having been called after fire, or fire aft< 
the verb to he, but from both ideas being traceable f( 
their origin to the sun — fire as well as existence. Ik 
U5 hear what Higgins says of the verb to he, und( 
its form IS. ^^I apprehend the word IS to be a woi 
of the most ancient language : in English is, in Hebre 
tt^> %%, It means existens, or perhaps hypostasis. A 
existens it meant self-existent or the formative power 
and as this power, or the creator, was the preserver, tl 
word 'j^W iso, the saviour and Isis came to be forme 
from it. In the Hebrew language it has exactly tl 
same meaning it has in English. It is also to be fous 
in the Mexican language, which bespeaks its grej 
antiquity ^/^ 

If Higgins had been aware that the O, when n( 
expressed with the I, is always then understood, an 
that both signs when joined make d, he would have see 
that IS cannot differ from the Sanskrit as (to be), ar 
that for the same reason ^W* iso, the Saviour, is ti 
game as aso, and that from the root of this word bein^ 
as we have seen, a name of the sun, such too must 1 
the primary signification of saviour. But was the sun- 
shall be asked, ever called a saviour ? He was, as t! 
following passage serves to show, and in which a ve 
silly reason is assigned for his having received such- 
title : " That the sun rising from the lower to the upp 
hemisphere should be hailed the Preserver or Saviox- 
appears extremely natural ; and that by such titles 1 
was known to idolaters cannot be doubted ^'^ Joshi 
literally signifies the preserver or deliverer; and th 



* Anacalypis, vol. i. p. 532. 

® " The sun, according to Paueanias, was worshipped under the na:3 
of Saviour at Eleusis." 
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tliis preserver or deliverer was no other than the sun in 
the sign of the ram or lamb, may be inferred from many 
circumstances. It will be observed that the LXX write 
Ivo;(W for Joshua, and the lamb has always been the 
type of '1^(70 v?'. 

Let us now see what Parkhurst says of WH, as, 
meaning fire : " May not this word be a derivative from 
tt^» is, being, substance, and so eminently denote the 
substance or matter of the heavens, i, e,, subsisting in 
atoms without cohesion or such-like accidents ? for tt^K 

OS is plainly used as a formative or derivative from W* 
i8\" 

Now Parkhurst knew nothing of Sanskrit, and he 

never so much as alludes to it ; yet a Sanskrit scholar 

could not have suggested a more evident truth when he 

here asks if tt?K as (fire) may not be a derivative of the 

verb w* is, that is, of the verb to be. When he put this 

question he never so much as suspected that this word 

^ (the Hebrew of fire) is in Sanskrit the verb to be 

itself. 

But Parkhurst could not tell why the verb to be and 
&e are in Hebrew expressed alike. He could never 
suppose that the sun was the source to which these 
Wo very different ideas are to be traced. 

Another proof that the sun and the verb to be were 
MMnenily expressed alike is, as we have already seen, 
giveu by Parkhurst (pp. 127 and 128) when he admits 
fiat EI or IE served once to name both the true God 
Mid the sun ; for he shows that the same word under its 
fcrm eie means to exist or to be. And two words so 
different in both form and sound as the Hebrew w> is, 

^ Dmmmond, (Edip. Jad. p. 195. ^ Lexicon,!^. ^4. 
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and n* IE, cannot be accounted for but by knowing that" 
the form of the sign O must have been once thu?- 
modified, ^ (and then it was an E); and also thus, S, \w 
which we still see two segments of the O, but placets 
differently from those comprising the sign £ , whicn i5 
the Greek epsilon. The difference between O and S is 
however, so very considerable, that the philologist wl*: 
has not the power of divesting his mind of the opinion 
he has entertained all his life respecting the dissimilaritd 
of these two letters, must find it rather difficult tJ 
admit that such a sibilant as S can be the O modifiecp 
This modification cannot, however, be denied, since tfc 
alphabet of the language still spoken throughout Avi« 
and Pegu, and which is entirely composed of circles antf 
segments of circles, must have in one of its letters a sig3 
representing S. 

The sign B and the verb Be do still suggest so maiK: 
observations and digressions, that to notice them a^ 
might lead too far from the account we have yet to gi^ 
of the remainder of the alphabet, of which we shall firr 
every sign but a representative of 01, or, which is tB 
same thing, of a or B. 

C. This sign was anciently pronounced K, which 
composed of an I and a C, joined thus, IC. C is ther"" 
fore the half of K, but it represents the whole sig" 
Hence in C and K we have only one letter; and the 
accounts for C being unknown to the Greeks and K 
the ancient Bx)mans ; for as the one sign represented tC 
other, there was no necessity for both signs in each 
the two languages. Now, knowing as we do that eve^ 
letter stands for 10, we may safely regard the parr 
composing K, that is, I and C, as being for 10. Thi 
origin of K, and consequently of C, is confirmed^ beyor^ 
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*n doubt, by the following : " The letter Koinra, which 
exists on ancient coins of Corinth and its colonies, espe- 
cially Syracuse and Crotona, was received into the 
Saioian, or Athenian alphabet : its form was O, and thus 
m form and power the same as the Latin Q or the 
I^h<Bnician or Hebrew Koph p */^ 

Now, though Dounegan knew nothing of the origin 
of language and its signs, he has here given a very con- 
vincing proof of the reality of our discovery. It is thus 
made evident that K, since it was ancientlv an O and an 
J- thus joined ^, must, as well as C, be deduced from 01. 
-Donnegan does not mistake when he says that this sign, 
^> was ^'in form and power the same as the Latin Q '/' 
for what is Q if not an O with a tail attached to it, and 
"^hich tail represents the I. The letters K and Q have 
therefore parts precisely equal to those composing (Jt, 
How clearly this is shown by the form of Q made thus, 
9. > for what is this but an O and I, the latter being 
^^gthened for the sole purpose of distinguishing q 

from a? 

We have thus accounted for C, K, and Q, and conse- 
quently for such signs as interchange with them, as we 
®*^all have occasion to show as we proceed. 

D. This sign is also composed of an O and an I, and 

^t is consequently equal to 01 or a. And the observa- 

Wn just made respecting the small form* of Q, that is 

^> which could not be distinguished from a if its I had 

^otbeen lengthened; will also apply to the small form 

of D, that is, to d, which does not differ from a but by 

^ length of its L But how does it happen that there 

is no in the Greek D (delta, J) ? It is as if I were 

I, why is there no O in this sign A ; for the two 

1 Bee DoDQ^g^an under Kciinreu 
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signs A and A are precisely equal to each other^ eacKH^:! 
being composed of double I joined by a hyphen, th 
hyphen in A not differing from the hyphen in A, but b: 
joining the I and the I at the base instead of doing e 
near the top. The A does not therefore differ from A i 
meaning, nor consequently from a, of which each paxz. 
means one, as we have already seen. But in the sm 
form of Ay which is made thus, S, it is easy to perceive 
O, just as it is in its Roman representative d, which 
but a modification of it. 

Now, as the small forms of B and D, that is b and 
do not differ from each other but from the O of each 
being put, for the sake of distinction, on a different <n'/^— ^ j 
of the I, it follows that in the parts of which they 
composed, the b and d are exactly equal. 

It would appear that B and D were anciently o; 
pronounced alike. Witness uher in Latin and udder 
English ; and the verb of verhxrai and word in Englis! 
not to mention the herb of herh^L and the verd of ver^ 
and harhe and heard. By knowing that 6 and C&are thic^ 
equal to each other, we are led to discover why hellu/i^^ 
and bonus have been written also dnellum and duontcs; fc 
must have arisen from bellum and bonus having bee' 
pronounced by some persons as if written dellum an- 
donuSj but in order to show that the real form of eac 
word was bellum and bonus, the 6 was allowed to remair-^ 
with the a, so that bellum and bonus must have then 
come dbellum and dbonus ; and at a later period, fro: 
the interchange of b and V, dbellum and dbonus 
have become dvellum and dvonus, and finally, from 
identity of V and U, dvellum and dvonus must have beco 
duellum and duonus. It is therefore a great mistake 
suppose that duellum and duonus are ,the elder forms 
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6elhm and bonus. But when a word ceases to be In use, 
etymologists at once believe it to be much older than the 
form which replaces it. Thus, Apello is thought to be 
older than Apollo, because known under this form to 
the ancient Romans ; but as O is the elder form of 6, so 
is Apollo a much older form than Apello. 

But we cannot, I may be told, suppose duellum and 
duonvrS to have come from dbellum and dbonus without 
supposing 6 to be not only equal to u, but to be replaced 
by it. And it may be said of 6 that it is equal to u, not 
only because it ought, in conformity with our system, 
"^hich deduces all letters from one sign, to be equal to 
it, but because it is so. Thus, does not every body admit 
that aufero and aufugio are the same as abfero and 
^hfugio ? and is it not equally evident that the u of the 
Spanish word ausente is the O in absent ? And here it 
^ay be observed, that as 6 is the same as.t^, and u the 
^aine as d (compare f^^rther and farther), this will go 
•^ prove that d and 6 are, as already shown, the same 
letter differently formed and pronounced. 

It is, I now perceive, more necessary than I imagined, 

*^ know that, from 6 and a being the same sign, they 

^ften replace each other. I find in M. Anatole Bailly's 

"^ery learned work a positive statement to the effect that 

^ does not replace 6. Thus he says : " On ne voit pas 

^^e le d s'altere de maniere k se changer en la moyenne 

l^biale ou 5. Quelques mots sembleraient, au premier 

^bord, offiir la preuve de ce changement, le latin bis^ par 

^Xemple, compare au grec 8/9 (deux fois). Mais en 

^&lite Palt^ration de la consonne initiale dans le mot 

latin s'explique par une evolution semblable k celle que 

U0U8 avons signalee dans Tetude du son gu ou gv^ deve- 

liant lyi et finalement b: le i du latin bis coTiesi^OTLi^'^ ^^ 
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meme k un t? primitif, bis procaiant d'une forme an 
rieure *dbu ', par durcissement du v de *dvis, duis, fo 
primitive. En grec ce v est tombe, comma il ar 
presque toujours, on le verra, lorsqu'il est precede d' 
dentale cu d'une sifflante, et de Ik la forme Sk pour *S 
Le mot latin bis n^est pas d^ailleurs le seal qui se s 
ainsi transforme, et Ton pent verifier la regularite de 
chano^ement dans bellam {guerre) pour dbellum, fori 
alteree de *dvelliim, duellum, conserve par Horace: 

•* GrsBcia barbarias lento collisa duello •/' 

But apart from the several instances which I ha^^-*^ 




already given between Latin, French, and English, she 
ing and a to be the same sign and to interc 
other instances (but from Greek) may be also produ 
witness ^€X(f>lv being, in the ^olic dialect, for SeX^c^ 
and in the same dialect advBaXop being for adfificLKm^-^^ 
and 6B€\6<; being for o^eXo^i *. Had this been known ^ 

M. Anatole Bailly, he might have been led to derive tr^^" 
Latin bis from its Greek equivalent 8t9, or, fix)m and^E^ ' 
being the same letter, to regard bis and S/9 as one woi^^ "^^ 
As to the etymology of 8/9, I believe it to have fie: -*" 
been Svo ek, and to have then meant two-one, that ^ 

double one, or rather two-ones. For the same reason 
should say that its English form twice is for twa-i 
And that twa-ace or twa-eis might be abridged to 
just as duo-eis has been to dis^ is shown by the 
word twisty of which the primary sense is doubled, t 
being its radical part. Twain, twin, and twine are kindr" ^^" 
words, each having for its literal meaning double one ^^ 




* The author uses the asterisk to signify what is ancient or t^^^^' 
jectural. 

^ Manuel pour r£tude des Racines Qrecques et Latines, p. 68. 
^ See Donnegan, under B and A. 
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'>n€8y and of which the analysis twa-ein, that is, iwa- 
or twaone is very plain. 

is used for several other signs besides B, all serving 
ove still more and more that there can be only one 
: in the alphabet, differently formed and pronounced, 
le Doric dialect it is used for g, afiipSco being for 
yo), and Ba for ya; it is used for Z, as Jev? for 
, and also for k, as Sawo, tcaio) ; and even for S, oB/htj 
rfiT], ^80809 for ^aa-fio^i ; not to mention others. But 
lost usual change for d in all languages is t and til. 
ess mofi?er, ma^r, and inotAer ; and padre, pater, and 
r. 

t when learned men prove to us, by comparing 
J, that letters interchange, they should show us the 
advantage of this knowledge, which they very 
n do. Indeed they never do so by telling us that it 
be a proof of all letters having sprung from a single 
3; but they might by this knowledge discover 
iimes the primary signification of a word. Thus, 
egan, who knew very well that 6 and d interchange, 
b by this knowledge to find out the primary sense 
09, life. But he derives ^to? from fiioco, which 
s to live, by which derivation I am no wiser than I 
>efore, since he does not tell ma after what it was 
Srst signified the verb to live. To tell me, as this 
2nt Greek scholar does, that ^log) is the original of 
jatin vivo, is still to keep me in the dark respecting 
rimary sense of life, for if vivo comes from the Greek 
^i6(o, and if I happen to know nothing of the origin 
oo) I can know nothing of the origin of vivo, I con- 
other Greek authorities; but they are all equally 
exing, and allow me to perceive that of the origin 
e idea expressed by /8/09 they know nothing vj\iat&Net. 
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But Alexandre's great Greek Dictionary, which 
thought hy Frenchmen to be the best in the world, 
not only, in the present instance, as deficient of inforn::^ 
tion as the others, but rather more perplexing ; fortrf 
authority sends the student, in a round-about way, fro^ 
Bm)9 to the verb fitoo) as its root, iand for the root 
3io(o the student is sent back to fi^9. This manner 
explaining reminds me of an anecdote told of a chil»- 
who, wanting to know the meaning of the wovdifellot^ 
ship, is told by his dictionary to see partnerahip; but n* 
knowing the meaning oi partnership, he looks out for il 
and, on finding it, is now sent back by his dictionan 
to ^^Q fellowship. 

But knowing, as we now do, that in h and d there 
only one letter under different forms, and that the^ 
two signs often interchange, as we have seen, we ne^ 
only, instead of B/09 write Dios, in order to discover tB 
origin of B/09; for Dios is the same as Deus, indeed 
is the Spanish of Deus. And what can be more natun: 
than to call life after the author of life — that is, aft^ 
God ? But we must not forget that Deus, Theos, Zee: 
Dios, and all such words, were anciently ^but so mai= 
names of the sun, the then supposed author of life. 

F. This sign, which is the same as the digamma * 
the Greeks, does not differ in form from the first haJ 
of the aspirate H, which accounts for its often serving 
as a substitute for this sign. Thus, the Spanish word 
Hernando, hiiir, and hacer are the same as Fernando, th< 
French word fuir, and the Latin word facere ; this, toe 
accounts for the present French word hors having beei 
anciently fors, F is also used for b and g : witnes 
f rater and brother, Siudfero and ffero ; and it is also th 
same as V, as we see by comparing life and live, strii 
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and strive, &c. This much serves to show that F, from 
itis being equal to H, may be also said to mean double 
one, like every other sign thus far noticed. 

G is, in form, nearly the same as C, and this brings 
it equal to K. Hence, cat is the gat of the Italian gatto, 
^Jxi partake \sjpartage in French. And as we have shown 
K to have been anciently an I and an O (O)^ it follows 
"that G is also for I and O, for the reason that it 
often replaces K as now shown hy partage dixaSi partake. 

H. As this sign is both an aspirate and a vowel, it 

affords powerful proof that letters the most dissimilar in 

both sound and form may be all traced to one another, 

and consequently to a single sign. Though H is now a 

Vowel in Greek, it was anciently in this language an 

aspirate, just as it is at present in English. Hence a 

learned authority admits as follows : — " The letter H, 

in the old Greek alphabet, did not sound what we now 

call 17 (that is Eta), but was an aspirate, like the English 

H. This was proved by Athenseus, and has been 

further evinced by Spanheim, from several ancient coins ; 

and there are no less than four instances of it in the 

Sigean inscription*.^' 

In Hebrew, also, H is often used for E. Hence the 
similarity of their forms, H being made thus n, and E 
^tis n. The sole difference between them is this : the 
hyphen or connecting line is in the Hebrew characters 

at the top, instead of being, as in H, at the middle. 
Bonnegan observes, that ^^when the Greek H was 

adopted to note the breathings, its form was separated — 

Tliusji marked the soft breathing, F the rough; for 

these were substituted and q." And from this I am 

* Shnekford's Conn. vol. i. b. iv. p. 225, quoted by Higgins, Ana- 
ca]yp8tt,yol.u.p. 204. 
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induced to believe that H, when an aspirate in Greek, 
must have been also made thus J-f . According to this 
view, the Latin cornu must have first been J-C omu, when, 
by the dropping of the first half of 0-f , it took its 
present form. The same observation may apply to the 
Latin curro (to run) ; for when we write J-Cwr for its 
radical part cuTy we obtain the hur of the English word 
hurry y and to hurry is to run. But if horn and hurry 
be, as to their radical parts, older than cornu and curro y 
this does not go to prove that Saxon or English was 
the original of Latin ; it serves only to show that some 
words of a dialect may retain their primitive forms, 
when these forms are to be found no longer in the 
original language. 

The aspirate H is a most important character, as I 
shall often have occasion to show, as we proceed. 

I have now, I believe, noticed, more or less, all the 
signs of an alphabet, excepting the following : L, P, R, 
T, Z. And these are, like those we have just accounted 
for, all traceable to the same source. 

Thus the parts composing L are equal to double I, 
apd so are the parts composing Uy so that we need not 
wonder at finding L and U so often replacing each 
other. Witness the French words faucon, saumon, and 
veau, being in English falcon, salmon, and veal. The 
best orthpepist of modem times, having no suspicion that 
L and U could be the same sign under different forms, 
makes the following very erroneous statement : — ^^ L is 
mute between 1 and k in the same syllable, as balk, 
chalk, stalk, talk, and walk*.^^ 

The 1 is not here silent, for if it were, these words, 
balk, chalk, stalk, talk, and walk, would be then pro- 

< Walker's Principles of Pronunciation, Diet p. 5. Ed. 1847. 
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H-Ounced as if written bak, chak, stak, tak, and wak ; 
axid no native has ever pronounced them so. But 
foreigners may very well make such a mistake, for this 
i^xile of Walker^s is, I have no doubt, copied into their 
gr^^amniars; at least I find it in a work of this kind, 
and which is, as I learn from the title page, ^^ Autorise 
par le conseil de I'instruction publique/^ 

Walker gives in the body of his dictionary the pro- 
nunciation of these words very con-ectly, and so far 
contradicts his own rule. Then why did he ever lay 
down such a rule ? because he could not suppose that 1 
and U are one and the same letter. It is worthy of 
remark that in the words just quoted, the L, though it 
retains its usual form, is sounded like U^ or, which 
amounts to the same, like w, for between two such words 
as hauk and hawk there is no difference in sound. This 
a-ffords a plain instance of a single sign serving as if it 
Were, at the same time, both a consonant and a vowel. 

L is the same as several other signs, as I shall have 
^casion to show while analyzing words. Its small 
form (1) is an 1 lengthened, and hence equal to double i. 
P. In this sign it is not difficult to perceive an O 
^nd an I , and that it is like 01 or d, the same as 
double I, is shown by its Greek form tt. It often re- 
places B (of which it is but a different form) and con- 
sequently such signs as come nearest to 6 in sound, such 

w I and V. Its other substitutes will appear farther 

on. 

R. In the parts composing this sign it is also 

easy to perceive those composing B, so that it is, like 

this sign, equal to 10, and consequently to all the signs 

already noticed. Its form in Greek does not differ from 

that of the Roman or English P. It is replaced by S, 
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as is shown by arbor and arbos, honor and honos^ 
in French by mr and bub, and chaircy chaise. 
Chinese, having no such sound in their language, alws^ 
represent it by L, and so do many persons, but es 
cially children, in both England and France; that is, 
their manner of sounding this letter. 

T. No letter is more clearly composed of doubl 
than T ; yet that it is the same as signs widely differ 
from itself, in both form and sound, is shown by cozz 
paring pat and paw, spit and spew, water and was^ 
better and besser. In Greek especially the identity 
t and s is very frequent, as we shall see. 

Z has been often regarded in Greek as a double lett^ 
but this is to be ascribed to the way some persons p^^ 
nounced it. Thus, such persons as pronounced Zev^ ^ 
if written USev?, considered Z as two letters, though h 
reality only one. So might we in English consider G 
as two letters, because it is often sounded oj : witness 
gentle, gender, &c. ; but it would be a mistake so to con- 
sider it. In English, this sign is now mostly replaced 
by s, such words as were not long since written surprize 
and analyze being now surprise and analyse. Zeer is the 
old English for year ; by which we see that Z is the 
same as Y ; and when we compare the Greek word Zvyoi 
with its English form yoke, we obtain another instance 
of the equality of Z and Y. And when we now com- 
pare Zvyov with its Latin equivalent, Jugum, we se< 
that Z may be also J. Hence it is that children ii 
France do frequently pronounce J as if it were Z, allow- 
ing us to hear ze ioxje. 

If we are to regard the parts composing Z — ^and o 
which there are three — as being like those composing 
all the other signs, for double one, we should take th< 
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short line above and the short one below as making a 
whole line, which, when added to the other line, will give 
two Knes, or double one. But the Hebrew Z, which is 
made thus, T, is composed of an I, or straight line, with a 
knob on the top of it ; and it may, for this reason, be con- 
sidered as equal to this sign, O, which is for 10 ; and it 
was, as we have seen, a very ancient form in Greek of 
the letter K. 

This account of the origin of letters will apply to all 
alphabets that have been allowed to remain in a primi- 
tive state ; but such of them as have, like that of the 
Sanskrit language, been tampered with by the learned, 
Ke far beyond the power of human intelligence to in- 
vestigate. K the Hebrew, Greek, Roman, and Saxon 
alphabets have not wholly escaped being also meddled 
with, enough, however, of their primitive state remains 
to show us what they must have once been. 



CHAPTER XIV. 

ORIGIN OF THE ROOTS OP LANGUAGE. 

Hitherto there has been no means of discovering how the 
roots of words, and consequently words themselves, were 
first formed. Of all the mysterious parts of language, 
these, its earliest elements, must have ever appeared to 
the philosophical inquirer by far the most hidden. The 
prefixes and suffixes have been almost seen, as it were, 
to move and attach themselves to the bodies of the 
words to which they at present belong. But nothing 
like this can be said of the roots, of which no one has 
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been hitherto able to divine the origin, nor even, sina 
the birth and growth of language, to invent so madi 
as a single new one in addition to the original stock 
The following passages from M. Barthelemy Samt- 
Hilaire^s review in the ^^ Journal des Savants^' of 186£, 
of M. Max MuUer^s great work, are very well worth the 
reader^s attention. They are admissions clear and forci* 
ble, that, with regard to its roots, nothing in language 
has been up to the present more astonishing and 
unknown : ^^ On voit que les racines sont necessairement 
monosyllabiques ; et toutes celles qui ont plus dWe syl- 
labe ne sont que des derives qu'on pent toujours ramenei 
& Pembryon d'ou elles sont sorties^' (p. 538). '^Dansk 
chinois tout mot est une racine et toute racine est uD 
mot ^^ (p. 540). ^^ Le point de depart de toutes langueSj 
du chinois jusqu^k Fanglais, a done ete monosyllabique 
et le probleme de Forigine du langage se transformant 
il ne reste plus qu^k savoir comment les racines ont pt 
naitre. Les inflexions, avec toute leur diversite, son1 
tres-intelligibles une fois les racines donnees. Mais lei 
racines eUe-memes, d'ou viennent-eUes ? A quelles con^ 
ditions Pesprit humain a-t-il pu les enfanter, quanc 
la parole, encore novice, a essaye ses premieres articula 
tions ? C^est k resoudre cette question, autant du moin 
qu'elle pent etre resolue, que M. Max Miiller a consacn 
ses deux dernieres le9ons. On doit les regarder comm< 
les plus importantes de tout son livre ,* et sans croire qu 
la solution tant cherchee soit obtenue enfin, on doi 
convenir c'est avoir rendu un grand service que de Pavoi 
circonscrite aussi etroitement. La combinaison de 
racines apres qu^elles ont ete crees, est une oeuvr 
tout k fait humaine; et dans une foule de langues 
It prendre d^abord celle meme que nous parlous, ^0UJ 
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]pouvons observer directement les progres ineessants 

de cette oeuvre. Les langues neo-latines, surgissant et 

vivant sous nos yeux^ nous disent assez eomment les 

choses se passent pour ces produits de seeonde formation. 

Mais; chose etonnante I ces langues n^ont pas invente 

une seule racine ! EUes ont change de mille fa9bns toutes 

celles dont elles heritaient; mais sous un autre rapport, 

elles n'ont rien ajoute & la tradition ; leur sterilite en 

racines nouvelles a ete absolue ; et fecondes k tant d^au- 

■^ tresegards, elles ont ete k celui-lJi d'une impuissance 

mvincible''(p.597). 

And what does M. Max MiiUer himself say of these 
very mysterious little things, the roots of language ? 
These are his words : ^^ Roots may seem dry things, com- 
pared with the poetry of Goethe ; yet there is something 
niore truly wonderful in a root^^ [the writer means even 
in one single root] "than in all the lyrics in the world'/^ 

This is very true ; and had M. Max Miiller written a 
whole volume of several hundred closely printed pages 
on the mysterious origin of the roots of language, he 
could not have impressed his readers more truly nor more 
powerfully with an idea of his astonishment at the way 
of their first coming into existence having been so long 
and so completely buried in the depths of oblivion, and 
the likelihood of their so continuing to the end of time. 
Any one impressed with his strong belief in the im- 
possibility of man^s first word being ever discovered, may 
well exclaim, that a single root is truly wonderful, more 
wonderful than all the poetry in the world. Had the 
origin of the roots been hitherto discovered, philologists 
would not be ignorant of the origin of language. 

For these admissions, made by M. Barthelemy Saint- 

7 Vol i. p. 895. 
V 2 
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Hilaire and M. Max Miiller, I cannot but feel very 
grat^jful, though they were never intended for me. 
Emanating as they do from men who have looked 
shrewdly into language, and who appear to have made 
it a long and serious study, they must greatly enhance 
the value and importance of my claims whenever they 
are found real. But in what way soever they may be 
now received, my own convictions cannot but remain 
unaltered. It is not in the power of either praise or 
censure to add to or take from what these convictions 
compel me to feel and believe. All I have already 
obtained, as well as all I can still obtain through the use 
of the means now at my disposal, is too certain, too 
conclusive, to allow me to entertain a doubt respecting 
the results to which, sooner or later, the application of 
these my principles must finally lead. I even sometimes 
indulge in the fancy that I can foresee, as it were far 
away in the distance, new systems of grammar, new 
systems of lexicography, and of logic, and of philosophy, 
and even of religious creeds, growing out of my dis- 
covery of the origin of the roots of language, and con- 
sequently of the origin of language itself; for neither 
of the two can be discovered without the other. 

We need now scarcely show the intelligent reader 
how all the roots of a language came into existence, 
which is the same as showing the origin of language 
itself, every root being in the beginning a word and 
every word being a root, as it is in Chinese at the 
present hour, and ever has been. He can easily con- 
ceive that every consonant attached to the O, whether 
it be put before or after it, must give both a word 
and a root, so that if we suppose nineteen consonants in 
an alphabet, we shall obtain nineteen words or roots 
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from those preceding the O, and as many more from 

those \ehich follow it, making in all thirty-eight words 

or roots : for instance, 60, COy do, fo^ and so on to the 

last of the nineteen consonants ; and then by having 

the same consonants after the O, thus, oh, OC, od, of, 

and so on to the last consonant. As each of the four 

• • • 

remaining vowels (a, 6, I, U) will also give thirty-eight 

words or roots for the nineteen consonants preceding 
and following in the same way each vowel, it is evident 
that the five vowels and nineteen consonants will yield 
m all five times thirty-eight words or roots, that is, one 
tpdred and ninety roots and words. 

The diflFerence in the form of these roots arises from 
the different organs of the mouth that happen to be 
used, whether immediately preceding or immediately 
following the vowel sound. Thus the root 1)0 is obtained 
from the lips meeting as the O is about to be sounded, 
whilst the root ob is produced by their meeting just as 
the is sounded. And it is precisely in this way all 
the roots above referred to have, in the beginning, been 
produced, their difference in form being still due to the 
different organs used in connexion with each vowel 
sound. In other words, the difference in the formation 
of these roots is to be ascribed to the nineteen consonants 
that both precede and follow the vowels. And here we 
see,, even if we were to proceed no farther with the 
roots, how the consonants themselves were first obtained. 
Thus, the h must have been produced by the meeting ot 
the lips, and the d by the meeting of the teeth, whether 
the sounds so heard immediately preceded or immedi- 
ately followed the vowel to which either consonant was 
attached. And it must have been in this way — that is, 
according to the organs of speech employed at tKe tvoi^^ 
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whether labial, dental, guttural or nasal — that the eon- 
sonants first eame into existence, but being ever, like 
the vowels, subject to change in both sound and form, 
this arising &om both classes having grown out of the 
jsame single sign. 

Let us now take the following diphthongs, ae,ai, ao, 

au, aw, ea, ee, ei, eo, ej, ie, oa, oe, oo, ow, 

eu, ew, ia, io, oi, OU, O J, ua, ue, ui, in all twenty- 
five, and put each of the nineteen consonants before and 
after each of them, as done above with single vowels, and 
we shall obtain a large amount of roots, as many as 
twenty-five times thirty -eight, that is, 950 ; which, when 
added to the 190 obtained from the vowels and the 
nineteen consonants, will yield 1140 roots; which num- 
ber is susceptible of a vast amount of combinations, and 
is consequently a great deal more than is necessary for 
composing the richest language ever spoken. 

Hence, however scanty the number of vowels and diph- 
thongs belonging to a language may be, there must have 
been always found enough of them to produce a large 
amount of words, this arising from the numerous com^ 
binations that might be obtained merely from so few as 
a hundred roots. After what has been now shown, we 
need not allude to the roots that might still be acquired 
by placing the nineteen consonants before and aft«r tiie 
triphthongs, of which, however, there are not many in 
any language. 

So much for the origin of the roots of the words out of 
which all the languages ever yet spoken over the earth 
have been formed ; and they are every one of them trace- 
able to the O with its explanatory I, itself being the first 
word and root, and parent of all the others. 

The following etymologies are such as have not, I per- 



Origin of Language and Myths, 71 

ceive, been hitherto known ; nor could it be otherwise, 
seeing that the requisite knowledge was needed — I mean 
the knowledge of the origin of language and of the rules 
thence derived. If the author could suppose that what 
he has. already advanced under this bold title were suffi- 
cient to bring home conviction to every understanding, 
there would be no necessity for the additional proofs he 
is now about to submit to the reader. But there are 
persons less susceptible of belief than others — ^I ought, 
perhaps to say less capable of belief —.persons who, even 
among the learned, are so destitute of ideality and re- 
spect for their own private opinions as not to own a suf- 
ficiency of that intellectual daring called moral pluck, for 
enabling them to accept a new discovery however evi- 
dent it may appear ; whilst others — but of minds more 
largely endowed by nature— could not entertain a doubt 
respecting the reality of any such discovery. Hence 
the necessity for those additional proofs. And when I 
observe that nearly all the words of which I intend, 
through the help of my discovery, to show those original 
meanings, hitherto unknown, have been already examined 
by the highest authorities among living philologists, but 
who have ever failed to trace such words to their earliest 
sources, ought not this circumstance to serve greatly to 
prove that my theory — to give it no prouder name — 
Biust be unerring, and cannot but repose upon a solid 
foundation ? 

As to the rules that have grown out of this discovery 
of the origin of language, it may be here necessary to 
set them down in full, though some two or three of them 
tavebeen already sufficiently explained. 

Every vowel is not only equal to every other vowel, 
hut even to every combination of vowels ; and hence it 



72 Origin of Language and Myths. 

is that all such signs, whether single or compound; 
constantly interchange, as every one knows. 

Every initial vowel may, or may not, be aspirated ; 
is, it may have an h prefixed to it if it should not h^^^ 
one, or this sign may be removed if it should have i'^ 
The sense will always direct to the right application ^ 
this rule. 

The aspirate sign, or h, has several substitutes, of whi<=5^ 
hify V, Wy and S, are the principal ones; and as these si^^*^ 
interchange with others, it follows that signs not comit*^ 
direct from the aspirate as its substitute, may however t> 
traced to it, but indirectly. 

As the aspirate h should never be regarded as belong 
ing to the radical part of a word, it may always^ in iit^ 
analyzing of words, be left out. 

As all words were not in the beginning composed ^^ 
more than one syllable, just as they are at present i- 
Chinese, it may be often necessary, in order to diseov^ 
the original meaning of a word, to divide it into 
several parts of which it is composed. 

The common endings, in all languages, of nouns 
adjectives, must have first been pronominal articles, ai»^ 
have then gone before the words behind which they aft^^ 
wards fell, and, on having coalesced with them, becajpci^^ 
what the grammarian now calls their suflSxes. 

Two consonants without a vowel may take one "b^' 
tween them, when the sense requires it. 

Every vowel may or may not take a nasal sound, th^ 
is, have an 7?^ or 72. put after it ; or when a vowel has tb^^ 
nasal sound, its 7/1 or 7i may be sometimes dropped. 
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CHAPTER XV. 

BiRRACKS AND TEANQUIL. 

As far back ae the year 1844 I discovered the original 
Hieaning — until then unknown — of two words in very 
common use, namely, barracks and tranquil. When I 
now call to mind how little I then knew of the origin of 
language, I am astonished at having made such a dis- 
covery. Both these words are to be found in a work I 
then published, and which bore the very modest title of 
*' Discovery of the Origin of Language 1 ! ! "' They ave 
true etymologies, though surrounded by many very bad 
ones, as bad as any ever made by Home Tooke. 

I knew then, it would seem, that all letters were one 
and the same letter under different forms ; and, taking 
advantage of this knowledge, I was led to perceive that 
barracks was for war-oikos, that is, war-kouse, oikos 
{oueoi;) being the Greek of house, this arising from B 
being equal to W, and acks being for oiks, and oiks for 
oikos. 

This is a true etymology ; and it is the more valuable 
as it accounts for the S in barracks, which is left out by 
Dr. Johnson and Webster, and all the lexicographers 
who follow in their track. In no part of the world, 
however, where English is spoken, does any one ever ■ 
make use of such a word as barrack for barracks, unless 
it be Bome learned philologist. And the reason why a 
philologist may do so, must be ascribed to his being un- 
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able to account for this noun barracks^ which is singular^ 
having, in its S, the sign of the plural. 

Dr. Johnson gives, as the original of barracks^ harracca^ 
which he explains thus: ^^ Little cabins made by the 
Spanish fishermen on the sea-shore ; or little lodges for 
soldiers in a camp.'^ 

But the meaning of barracca is sea-houses, for its B is 
not more equal to W than it is to M, so that its part bar 
is for Mar, and Mar is the Spanish of sea j and the aec 
which follows, is for the root of oikos, that is, for oik. 

And that Mar cannot differ in meaning, any more 
than in form, from War, is shown by its being the radical 
part of Mars, the god of war. And as Mars will become 
Mors (death) when the I of its d is dropped, we thus dis- 
cover the primary signification of both War and Mars. 

Of this etymology we shall see a very curious proof 
farther on. It is to this effect : two learned authorities 
show that Balsab — an old Irish word — means Dominus 
Mortis or Lord of Death; but another learned authority 
says this cannot be, for the reason that Balsab means 
rather Mars, or the god of war. Thus, neither of these 
authorities suspected that in War, Mars, and Mors we 
have one and the same word. 

Let us now show how the word Mars obtained its pre- 
sent form. From M being a common substitute for B, 
and from B being a common substitute for the aspirate 
H, which sign is never to be counted as belonging to the 
root of a word, it follows that Mars is reducible to ars ; 
that is, when the vowel here due between r and s is 
' supplied, areSy in Greek, ''Aprj<;, This etymology serves 
to show that the A of "Aprj*; must have been once aspi- 
rated by many persons, though it is not so at present ; 
otherwise there would not now be an M in Mars, a B in 
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barracks, or a W in war. But had ^^Afyrj^, or Mars, I may 
^ asked, no other meaning than that of death ? As the 
names of all the heathen divinities once served to desig- 
nate the sun, and as the name Mars makes no exception 
to this general rule, it cannot have always meant death, 
that is, the being low or down, but highneaa as well, and 
consequently greatness, nobleness, and all such ideas. In 
short, it is like altua in Latin, which means both high 
^d hw. Hence the ars of Mars happens to be the Saxon 
of the .Latin podex; whilst under its Greek form apr]^, it 
^ay be said to mean the highest, the noblest, the bravest ; 
ft>r it cannot differ from the ap*? of api<;T0^, which may 
^^ so explained. An instance of these two opposite 
^'^eaoings of the same word is also afforded by the Greek 
^PX09, which is not only expressive of dignity and high- 
ness, since it means a chief, a leader, but of lowness also, 
sxnee it is rendered into Latin by anus^ podex, and into 
-English by the breech or fundament. 

Tranquil. Though this word has come to us from 
"tte French tranquille or its Latin equivalent, tranquillus, 
"its form is, however, older than either of these originals. 
I showed in the year 1844 that its literal meaning is, to 
^ upon one's Jceel, that is, to be seated. Its two first let- 
^rs, tr, are equal to it ve, which means the thing or the 
mng ; and this does not differ in signification from the 
French etre or estre. As to the O/lfl which follows, it is 
the root of the Greek preposition avh, and the same as 
^ or upon in English. When we now observe that guil 
(the remaining part of tranquil) is equal to qu-il, that is, 
when the article it returns to its first place, il qu, we see 
that the entire word is for the being upon the qu, or but- 
tocks. The last of these several words is now written 
with a C instead of a g'. 



76 Origin of Language and Myths. 

We confirm this etymology by remarking tb 
sedate, which implies tranquillity, is radically the sax 
as seat, as we must admit on comparing sedes and sedate 
To be tranquil is therefore to be seated. Hence, in o' 
of the remote French provinces I have been told that ti 
peasant will sometimes say tranquillisez-vous instead 
qsseyeZ'VOus. The idea of tranquillity is to be therefa 
traced to lowness ; so that any word expressing this ii 
might have served for this purpose as well as the o' 
that has been chosen by the Latins. This is confirm* 
by IIoSo^, genitive of ttoO?, the foot, for it is radical 
the same as podex, Latin of breech. And this w: 
account for the quille of the French tranquille havic 
not only the meaning of ieel, but also, when analyze- 
that of ille qu, or, t^e bottom. It will also account fi 
FIoSoa-TTjfia signifying the under part of a ship ; for it 
only conventionally that this meaning differs from ths 
of *keel. Greek scholars do not therefore mistake whe 
they derive this word from IT0O9 and iarrjfia, and whic 
two words may be said to have the literal meaning ( 
/hot and hein^ ; that is, being at ih& foot, or low part. 

When we now observe that the quille of tranquille is tt 
French of keel, we are led to perceive that cul, which i 
often used in the sense of bottom, must have first been c 
il, or rather il-cu, the word il having then the meanin, 
of the. The cul of the Latin cuius, is therefore the sam 
word ; and it must have also been at first il cu. 

But though I regard a consonant and a vowel as a roo1 
I cannot help believing that at first every such roc 
began with a vowel or a combination of vowels. Thui 
taking the qU of quille as its root, the U must in th 
beginning have gone before the q, instead of being afte 
it, or some other vowel must have done so. And if sucl 
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a vowel was then aspirated, and if the aspirate was then 
^placed by one of its substitutes, and if, from every such 
substitute being a consonant, it took a vowel before it, 
as initial consonants frequently do, — such a root as Uq 
would then be composed of five letters instead of two. I 
am, therefore, led to regard the v^ of 7](rvxo'i (Greek of 
tranquil) as its root, and as not being difierent from the 
^U of tranquillus, the latter being equal to U^, and conse- 
quently to such a form as UC, Uff, uky or Uch. 

Now, though another root might, as well as (JU or U(j[y 

have signified low, and consequently the idea tranquil ; 

such as uhy for instance, which is the root of sub; the 

latins have, however, used this root on more than one 

^casion for signifying the idea expressed by the word 

tranquil : witness quies, quietus, quiesco, Sec, whence the 

-Enghsh quiet. The primary signification of every such 

Word being the hinder part, bottom, or foot ; in short, 

low. 

The English squat might have also expressed quiet- 
ness, for its root is OU, the S being here euphonic, as 
^t often is before certain consonants; so that the 
primary signification of this word is qu-at that is, at 
?^ or, on one's bottom. Webster derives squat from quatio 
^ Italian, which serves to show that the S is now, as I 
^y, euphonic. 

M. Max Miiller tells us in his Lectures (2nd Series, 

p. 341), that '^Tranquillity was calmness, and particularly 

"t^e smoothness of the sea/' Tranquillity is certainly calm- 

"^ess; but what does M. Max Miiller know of the primary 

Signification of either word? Nothing whatever. He 

little suspects that the cal of calm is the quit of tranquil, 

and that it does not difier in the least from the French 

^h or the cul of the Latin cuius, and that it is, wViftTi 
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analyzed, il cu, just as quit is il-cu. And if M. 
MiUler knew that men first expressed the idea calm ^^ 
tranquil by words signifying to be down, to be upp» ^^ 
one's bottom, he would never think of saying tt^^*^ 
tranquillity '^was particularly the smoothness of t- ^^ 
sea/' There was in the beginning, when men firrr^st 
gave names to their ideas, no more relationship suppou* ^ 
to exist between tranquillity and the smoothness of t^tl® 
sea, than there is at present between tranquillity and t^^*^^ 
smoothness of velvet, or any other sort of smoothne-*-^^* 
whatever. 

But it would seem that the original meaning ^ ^ 
smoothness is also unknown ; but it is easily discover^^^^ 
when we observe that its radical part, smoOy must hai 
once been sooniy which is but a difierent form of 
and it is not difficult to conceive that smoothness rr 
sameness,. And as the S of soom is for the aspiral 
which must never be counted, it follows that soom wj 
at first oom; and oom cannot difier from oon^ nor oo^ 
from any nor on firom one ; so that smoothness and 
ness are each traceable to the same source — ^to that 
unity. Hence uni — French of even or smooth — i^S^" 
radically the same as unusy un, and one. And when wi 
observe that V is U, and that even is therefore equal 
euen, we can perceive that even is but another form ol 
un and one, not to mention the German ein, and its Gi 
equivalent, iv. Hence, to be even or smooth, is to be 
one. In the locution ^^ one and the sam^" the word same ii 
therefore a pleonasm ; and so is idem in " umis et idem*' 
The French language is too mathematical to allow oi 
such a phrase as un et le mime. 
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CHAPTER XVI. 

trSE AND ADVANTAGE OP KNOWING THAT INITIAL VOWELS 
MAY TAKE THE ASPIBATE H. 

BowBVEE well acquainted M. Max Miiller may be with 
Sanskrit, it is only reasonable to suppose that he must 
faiow his own Jianguage somewhat better. This know- 
ledge has not, however, prevented him from making the 
following erroneous statement : ^^ Nobody would doubt 
"tie common origin of German and English; yet the 
^gUsh numeral ^ the firsty though preserved in fUrst 
(jrinceps, prince), is quite different from the German der 

Now, when a child calls to mind the rule, that initial 
bowels may or may not be aspirated, and that the 
^^pirate (that is, the sign H) may be replaced by other 
Consonants, and that^ is one of the most common sub- 
^"tttutes (witness ffemando and i^ernando, Aacer in 
Spanish, and y^c^^ in Latin; and hircus 3,jii Jlrcus in 
^le latter tongue, with many others), it will not be 
^iifficult for him to correct M. Max Miiller^s mistake, 
^ven though as ignorant of German as I am myself. 

Thus, the child will begin by prefixing an h to erste ; 

"^t finding that Aerste, thus obtained, makes no sense, 

^e will take away the h and put ^ in its place, which will 

^ve f erste ; and as all the vowels are equal to one 

another, he will soon perceive that./^r5^^ is for first. 

^ as one vowel is not only equal to any other vowel, 

^ Lectures on the Science of Lang^nage, voL i. p. 1^ 
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but to any combination of vowels, it follows that neithei 
ferste nor first can differ from fiirst. We have thus 
shown that the English numeral ^^ tke first y" is not, as 
M. Max Miiller states, quite different from its German 
representative, der erste, but that first is the word erste 
itself. 

But this et3rmology, I now perceive, leads to several 
others. The English word erst must be also for ^r*^; 
and as a vowel is often understood between two conso- 
nants, erst is equal to erist, which, from the interchange 
of e and «, becomes arist, and arist is the radical part of 
aristos (apicTo^ used as the superlative of ar/a66^, good;, 
and though best is, in English, the superlative of good, it 
is easy to perceive that such an idea might serve as a 
synonym oi first, though not derived from it. 

Another word which is radically the same as erst ie 
ere; and from knowing that ere means before, we discover- 
by aspirating ^ts initial e, that it is equal to here, anc 
consequently to fere; that is, when the 6 following nexr 
after f takes its form of 0, fore, which, as it was 
anciently used for before — and is so still in such wordr . 
as foresee and foretell — allows us to perceive that th 
word erst must, from its meaning time past, be radically 
the same as formerly, the for of this word being ioifor^ 
According to these views, the literal meaning of aristG^ 
should be ihe foremost, and not the best, which is traceabH 
to goodness, whilst such an idea 2c& first or foremost r^^^ 
to precedency. 

These etymologies suggest others, but of which I wi^ 
to notice only three. In the her of the Latin h^^ 
(yesterday), and in the French of Am, that is hier, ^^ 
have two words signifying time gone by, for it is otJ^ 
conventionally they mean the day just passed. T^i^ 
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is confirmed by the peasantry of Normandy using hier 

to signify a time preceding yesterday y as well as the time 

expressed in English by this word, yesterday , itself. And 

as we have shown the English word ere to be for fore^ 

that is, hejore ; so may we now, when we give to the 

initial 6 of this word its aspirate h, prove heri not to 

differ from it, this form here having been aijciently used 

for heri. And as in the hester of Aestemns we have the 

S^ester of yesterday , this serves to show that h may not 

only be replaced by f, as shown above, but by y also; 

and this proves that the old English word yore is the 

same as /ore (before), and that it does not differ from it 

in meaning, but conventionally. Another proof that the 

^ of the French Aier is equal to y, is shown ty yr, 

'^hich, according to M. Littre, means Mer in the 

Gatalonian dialect. In Spanish also the y is to be 

found instead of h, ayer being in this language the word 

ft>r yesterday. The literal sense of ayer must therefore 

^>e dfore^ that is, before. 

Supposing now that a German wanted to see if the 
-English word first was in any way related to erste^ he 
^"ould soon, from a knowledge of our rule, reduce ^r^j^ 
*^«^, for initial consonants must be often no more than 
^^bstitutes for the aspirate A, as is shown by the ^ of 
*i5^; and the difference in both sound and form between 
^^«fe and irst is so very slight that he could not help 
Perceiving they made only one word. 

Let us now give a single instance of the advantage to 
^€ derived from the knowledge thus obtained. French- 
men cannot tell how it happens that the first person sin- 
S^ilar and present tense of the verb etre, that is, je suis, 
does not differ from the 7^ suis of suivre, though the one 
^eans / amy I exist, or I am in heing, whilst the other 
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means only I follow. The Latin sequor, infinitive *^ji 

is referred to by all plulologists as the sole original 

^livre. But sequor does not mean I exist, though^ li 

existence, it implies motion. Je mis difiers, however, 

considerably from sequor that it is rather diflSlcult 

regard the words as one and the same ; and hence we f 

inclined to look out for another original of suivre, : 

one that will account for je suis, I follow, not bei 

different from the je suis, I exist. Let us, therefo 

apply our rule showing that the aspirate to which inii 

vowels are subject, is often replaced by other consonan 

Now, as one of those substitutes for the aspirate h is 

S (witness hudcor in Greek and sudor in Latin, and al 

in these two languages, he^ta and septem), we shoi 

leave it out as no part of suivre, but as a substitute 

the llj which must have been once prefixed to the U 

this word ; so that suivre is by this means reduced 

uivre, of which the U being the same as V, shows i 

word to be vivre, in Latin, vivere ; and as vivre or viv 

means to live, and consequently to exist or to be, t 

accounts for je suis (I follow) not being differ* 

from je suis, I am ; that is, I exist, I live, I am in bei 

And this has not been hitherto known, no one havi 

suspected that in suivre and vivre we have the same wc 

But it is so, because suivre implies motion and mot 

implies existence. So much for the rule by the apply: 

of which this discovery has been made. But in ordei 

render it still more evident that suivre is equal to vix 

and does not differ from it in meaning save conventi 

ally, we need only conjugate suivre while omitting th 

(because, from its being a substitute for the h, it can 

no radical part of this verb), and then, instead oije suis 

vis, il suit ; nous suivons, vous 6uivez, ils suivent, &c., 
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shall have ^e vis, tu vis, il vit, nous vivons, vous vivez, Us 
f>ivent; the V being here the same as the U in suivre. 
Every one is awaie that until a comparatively late period 
^ and T) were regarded as the same sign. 

Suivre and vi/vre being both irregular verbs of the same 
conjugation, we cannot expect them to correspond in all 
their forms, but they do correspond in so many of them 
that there can be no doubt but they are radically the 
same word. Thus, in the imperfect and fiiture tenses 
the identity is evident : witness suivais and vivais, and 
Buiverai and viverai, not to mention other tenses ; and 
though the diflference in form between the past participles 
^ivi and veeu is considerable, this cannot be said of the 
present participles, suivant and vivant. And as suite also 
comes from suivre, so does vite. And as a vowel may or 
Daay not be doubled, it follows that suite is equal to suvite, 
that is, swift, which happens to be the English of vite, 
And as vite and vita are radically the same, we thus see 
tow life implies motion. Hence vit^ere and vivus in 
I^atin ; and life, live, and lively in English. 

Judging from this etymology, we may expect to find, 

^t least sometimes, if not very often, such ideas as have 

l>©en called after life, expressed by words bearing a close 

^^semblance to suivre; not, however, from their having 

teen called after this idea, but after its original, which is 

'^vre. The supposed original of suivre is the Latin sequor 

^d se(pit,u But life is not the meaning of sequor, or of 

^ts infinitive sequi, though these ideas {sequor and sequi) 

^^ traceable to that of life ; and why so ? Because they 

tave been called after motion, and motion after life. In 

the same way other ideas may be traced to life without 

^ving been called after it. Witness the French word 

/«i<e, of which thejf does here but represent the aspirate 

G 2 
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h, just as the 8 does in suite ; so that both words [sm 
and fuite) are reducible to vite, this other form of v 
life. Thus, by different substitutes for the aspirate 
the same word can have different meanings, as we see 
comparing vite, suite, miA. fuite, which are all tracea- 
to vita, that is, to life. 

When we now leave out the aspirate substitute of 5" 
sequor, we shall have equor, which is but a different fo^ 
of (BquoT, and this word means water. Its eldest kno" 
form is sequo ; that is, when the S, as in sequor, is left o 
equo; and as the 6 is here for 0, and for oi or a, and 
the at the end is, from its I being understood, also eqi 
to 0% or d, it follows that equo is exactly the same 
aqua. By analyzing in the same way, we shall find 
sequi (infinitive of sequor) the word aqua itself. I 
why should water be signified by a word meaning lij 
because, from its serving to support life, it was call 
after this idea ; and so was viande. Hence la vie is 
synonym of les vivres, and les vivres and victuals have 1 
same meaning. 

This must lead us to infer that words for water will 
found to signify motion, though not called after tl 
idea, but after that of life. Hence, when the d of wa 
receives its nasal sound, this word will become want 
which cannot differ from wander. And as the W of tl 
word should not be counted, because only representi 
the aspirate, wander is therefore the same as ander, a 
ander cannot differ from andare, Italian of to go, a 
more than it can from its Spanish form, andar, Th< 
observations suggest many others, of which a few mj 
because of their importance, be submitted to the reade 

We have now seen that the verb to he is expressed 
as in French — by a word not different from one signifyi 
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motion : j> viu, I am, and ^e suis, I follow, being equal 
to each other. And as the suis of je suig is, when its S 
(here representing the aspirate h) is left out, reducible 
to uisy that is, vis, we obtain another form of the vais 
of je vaisy I po ; and this is confirmed by the verbs to 
^e and to ^0 being in Greek the same word. And 
as we have found that the idea water has been called after 
^ife, and that the word by which it is expressed does 
iiot dijBfer from one for motion, we see that the vais and 
vas of aller to ^o are ciach the same as the was of the 
Grerman wasser, this word was itself being an inflection 
of the verb to be. Hence wasen — Saxon of to be — is 
^^a<iicaUy the same as the German wasser. 

But though suivre and vivre make, as we have seen, 
only one word, the English of suivre (follow) seems to 
oear no resemblance to a word sig^nifying either ex- 
^^tence or water. But fol, which is the radical part of 
follow, cannot differ from ^i?^, nor /el tTom.pel; and 
P^l is the radical part of ttcXo), which means both to 
^^ and to move. And as ^w is follow contracted, and is 
the same as fiux and fleuve, we see that this word also 
^eans water; and so might any word signifying motion. 
Witness current, runlet, and stream; of which the two 
first need not be explained, so clearly do they signify 
Motion; and when we observe that ream (the radical 
part of stream) is letter for letter the same as roam, we 
see that this word is as significant of motion as current 
itself, which means running. In the rom of the German 
^trom (stream) we have but another form of roam. 

I have now an important observation to make, which 
^^ confirm all I have said respecting the origin of 
^lie name of water. This confirmation is unwittingly 
afforded by M. Littre, from whom 1 leaxu \Jaak» 
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in Berry there are several places called after v)t 
and that this idea is then expressed by e%9e. \ 
statement^ of which neither M. Littre nor any m 
ber of the Institute appears to have seen the < 
sequence^ is given under the article ean. It is 
follows: ** Esse, signifiant ean, se trouve dans le : 
de plusieurs localites du Berry /^ This is to tell u 
very plain language^ that water and the verb to be '< 
once named alike; and this leads to our conclusio: 
shown above^ that water was — ^because so essential to 
support of animal existence — called after the verb tc 

These are only a few of the many observal 
suggested by our notice' of suivre and vivre ; bu 
words signifying beinff, water y and motion, must be c 
referred to again as we proceed, no more needs be 
for the present of such ideas. 

Yet the reader will, I hope, excuse one or two o 
etymologies suggested by those just noticed. As 
signs h and V do constantly interchange, there ca 
no difference in form between the Latin verbs b, 
and vivere. But why should this be ? I am goiuj 
tell why. Every word, as I shall have occasio 
showj meaning drink or to drini, can be traced to 
meaning — water; and water , because it supports 
even as meat and bread do, has been called after life ; 
vivre means to have life, that is, to live, in Latin, viv 

Now, though bibere does not signify motion, we 
that it might have had this meaning, which a 
from its having been called after water, and water \ 
life. But where is, I shall be asked, the word for n 
in bibere ? If we regard the initial h of this woi 
representing the aspirate A, the radical part (not 
root) of this word should be iber, and ib be the r 
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^ixd this root cannot diflfer from oib, ah, eb, or from 

o*P; ajfij epy or from oif, af^ ef, or from oiv, av, ev ; not 

^ mention many others. M. Littre gives, under eau, 

^ore than twenty different forms of this word; and 

among them I find two which are equal to the i6 of 

^iiere^ namely, the Gaelic ab^ and the Sanskrit ap. And 

^hen we now notice iber as the radical part of bibere, 

We see that it cannot differ from iver or ivre ; and ivre, as 

a Prench word, means to be drunk; so that drunkenness 

Daust have been called after drink, and drink after water, 

and water after life, and life after its supposed author, 

the sun. If we now aspirate the ibre of bibere, or its 

other form, it7^r, we shall have kiber smi Aiver ; and as 

the latter is the French of winter, we may be sure 

that the former must have also had this meaning, since 

the verb hibernare signifies to winter, and the adjective 

^iiernus may be said to mean wintry. Now, why should 

^ word meaning winter be traceable to one meaning 

^ink ? Because drink was called after water, and winter 

^ a watery season. But to judge from the word for 

winter in Saxon, English, and several other languages, it 

^ould seem that this season was called after wind, and 

*^ot after water. But according to one of my rules 

wready mentioned) every vowel may or may not have a 

^^^sal sound ; hence, when we do not allow to the % of 

Winter its nasal sound, this word will become witer, which, 

from i having understood, and from and i making d, 

*^^comes water. According to this etymology, water and 

'^ind are here but different forms of the same word. But 

^hy should this be ? Because water has been called after 

^^fe, which implies motion, and wind or breath is also 

^ignificjmt of both life and motion. As to the original 

^^^^^oiwinter, it appears to have been wa^^r aniSLTicAiiDmd, 
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siuce its Greek form, X^^l^^y ^^ ^ Donnegan sta*'^'^/ 
" properly the same sense as %€0^a^ and means a gi^*-sn, 
a pouring, a pour of rain, and hence winter/' The La.^^^ 
hiems is the same word, which serves to show that 5^" ^^ 
^h is reducible to h. 

Our knowing that the idea water is traceable to lifer ^^ 
motion, must guide the philologist to many n_- ^^ 
etymologies. Thus, he will see that quaie is but * 
repetition of aqua abridged ; and that quick can be a^^^ 
traced to aqua. Even apie, though not called a^^'^ 
water, cannot diflfer from aqua; but as it is an illn^^^^ 
attended with shivering, we may be sure that it was frcr:^^^ 
shivering or trembling it took its name. Hence the Gaess=^ "^ 
of this word, which is crith, is thus explained in my Gae= — ^^^ 
dictionary : ^^ trembling, tremor ; a fit of ague/' Arr:^^^^ 
if we could suppose that aqua is not precisely equal ^ 
agua, our doubt would be removed by the simple fi^^^'' 
that the Spanish and Portuguese of aqua is agua. Hen^::^^^» 
the e of ague being the same as O, and consequently ^ 
01 or dy ague is the word agua or aqua itself. 

The ancient names of rivers will also bear out the^^*^ 
etymologies ; for the words Bhine, Rhone, and river at— ^^ 
but other words for motion, and must, when radicaL ^7 
considered, have meant both wafer and running. But ^^ 
the root of these names we have only the /*. In Hebre^^^> 
ar means to flow, and also river ; and it means, wh^^'^ 
written aur, light, which is but another word for tt^® 
sun, and consequently for life and motion. Ar is ther^^" 
fore, like the root of aqua, another word for water ; vam^^ 
so may we say is ab in Gaelic, as well as o^ in Sanskri-'^^ 
which are to be found among the words given by !\^* 
Littre under eau. The r o{ Shine, Rhone, and river ^ 
consequently the same as the Hebrew ar, to flow, &c. 
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-Another very plain instance of the name of a river 
>«iiig radically the word aqua^ is the Latin Sequana ; for 
't.e S of this word is for the aspirate, so that it is no part 
>f its root ; and as to the equa following this S, it cannot 
liflPer from aqua ; so that Sequana means simply, the 
Kvater ; for the TWL with which it ends is for una, the U 
saving been dropped; and this una must at the time 
iave had the meaning of a definite and not an indefinite 
article. 

The objection to this etymology may be, that the 
Sequana is now the Seine, in which there is no appearance 
>f aqua. But let us observe that the word Seine must 
iave had many other forms, and that seigne must have 
t>een one of them, which can no more differ from Seine 
iihan the soigne of the French verb soigner can differ 
^rom its noun soin; and when the S is here dropped, 
8« in Sequana, eigne will remain, and eigne cannot differ 
from eiqune, which, since ei is equal to oi, and oi to a, is 
"the same as aqune, and from this we deduce the aqua 
discovered in Sequana, 

This explanation leads to another et3rmology. The 

^^gne here noticed is but another way of writing the 

^^^ne of saigner (to bleed) ; and as the noun of sainger is 

*<*^, and as sang means blood, it follows that this idea has 

^n called after water. And why should not the word 

^lood have had this origin, since it signifies a fluid, and a 

"^id flows, even as water does ? Hence blood is the same 

^ flood, and a flood is a flow, and a flow is 2ifleuve, 

% this knowledge, and the application of two of our 
^68 abeady applied, we can now give the etymology of 
^^ Latin sanguis, blood. When we drop its S, as in the 
'^'^^m^i Sequana, angxiis remains, which, when we leave 
^^t (according to rule) the nasal sound, becomes aguxs. 
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that is^ aquis, and this is but another form of aqua. fia1 
sanguis is written also sanguen, and as the two rules jusi 
applied will reduce sanguen to aquen, we obtain a form 
precisely equal to the equan of Sequana. 

These etymologies are confirmed by the names of the 
rivers Sangarius and Sangumum^ which words, though 
they here mean water, might as well mean blood. 

Another very plain instance that the ancient names of 
rivers were but other words for water, is aflRorded by thet 
German river Weser, this word being but a different 
form of wasser, water. 



CHAPTER XVII. 

OTHER OBSERVATIONS RELATING TO THE VERB BB I^ 
HEBREW, SANSKRIT, AND GREEK ; WHENCE THE PRlitAB^ 
SIGNIFICATION, HITHERTO UNKNOWN, OF SEVERAL IDEAS, 
SUCH AS LIGHT, HEAT, LOVE, ETC. 

Having now shown the use and advantage of the nu® 
respecting the aspirate h, I wish to know why the Sans-, 
krit verb to be {as) should end with an S more tba^ 
with any other consonant ; and I answer this questioflj 
of my own by declaring that I cannot tell why, Butfl 
seems to me that it might as well end with any otWI 
consonant in the alphabet. And why should I think ^.' 
Because I regard every personal pronoun in the singoM* 
number as having, when radically considered, exactly tb^ 
same meaning as the Sanskrit as ; and to which may ** 
added every definite and indefinite article. Thus il (ro^ 
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o£ the Latin ifle) which is in French a pronoun, answer- 
ing to ie or it in English — and is in Italian the definite 
article, as it was anciently in Trench — cannot, from its i 
having understood, and from and 1 making a, differ 
from al; and as 1 and r interchange, and r and S also, 
as I shall have occasion to show, it follows that the 
Sanskrit cls niight as well have been al or ar ; or its a 
nught have any other consonant after it as well as either 
of the signs 1 and r, for all such monosyllables must 
^ one time or other have each served as a name of the 
^ and have c^sequently meant existence, and hence 
tke verb to be. 

This opinion is confirmed by the Hebrew al i^K), 
^Mch, according to Parkhurst, means both the and that ' 
*^d the same authority adds, in the same page, that bK al 
^ a name of the true God ; and that ^^ the heathen wor- 
shipped their arch-idol the heavens under this attribute 
^Ha; or the plural D^b^alim" Bub why, it may be asked, 
has not al served to signify the verb to be in Hebrew ? 
^use there is in this language another name of the 
peity and the, sun, as I have already shown ; and which 
^j> IB or Bi ^ ; and n> ie with an n ^ prefixed, thus, ry^n 
% is the verb to be. 

It is thus self-evident, that anciently every word 
^^^^Diing the sun served also for the verb to be. But how 
^^ it be otherwise, since the sun was believed to be 
^ author of existence, and this is also the substantive 
Jaeaning of the verb be ? 

Bat the Greeks appear to have had al for the verb to 
"®; for eli which is the same word, is the root of ttcXg), 
*^d this word means both to be and to move. But 
% should the p be left out ? Because it does here 

^Lexicon, p. 12. i Ibid. p. 1^ 
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but represent' the aspirate fh, so that eX alone shoulc 
be considered as the entire word. When I give tie 
etymology of pater y hitherto unknown, the reader wiU 
have an instance of the ^ of this word having served 
as a substitute for A. 

The French might have also had al for their verb to 
he^ for it is the root of haleine which means hreaihy ana 
hence being or existence. And as the el of ttcXo) signi- 
fies motion, even so does al in French, for it is the root 
of aller, to go ; and to go and to he are in Greek expresses 
alike. 

In English also we have this al^ as .is shown by hoM 
and health; and which can be seen more clearly when ^< 
observe that hal is the Saxon of hale, for the aspirate o; 
hal being left out, al alone remains. But considered as i 
French word, ia// means 5w»-bumt. In the hal oiha^ 
we have also the hal of i^fios, which is in the Don< 
dialect the same as "HX^o?, the sun. 

In the ml of salm (health) we have still this al; fei 
the S of this word is but a representative of the aspi* 
rate. Nor can the aal of salus difier from sol, and Soi 
was Apollo, the god of medicine, the preservative oi 
health. 

Nor can sol differ from the hoi of holy, nor from h^h 
which is the root of halig, Saxon of holy, and also oi 
hallos, Doric of Helios, the sun, as stated above. It ^ 
hence made evident that the first meaning ever attached 
to holy was that of sunny ; and which is proved by wha^ 
no one denies, namely, that *w«day means the day of th< 
sun, and that it is also a holy day, but primitively ant 
literally a sunny day, that is, a godly day, because tb 
sun was anciently worshipped as God. 

According to Bryant, " The most common name f^ 
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tlie sun was aan and Bon ; expressed also zan^ zoriy and 
zaan ^" The iBrst of these forms gives the root of sanus 
and sanitas (healthy and health)^ so that in meaning it 
does not differ from soL And when we drop the S (which 
represents the aspirate) of such forms as son and sun^ the 
remainder of each word {on and un) is for one, which 
corresponds with the sol of sohis, because, when the sun 
appears, he is solus, that is, alone, and consequently 
one. 

And as I and T do constantly replace each other, it 
follows that neither as nor al can differ from ar, that is, 
when aspirated, Aar, which is the root of haris ; and 
respecting this word Higgins observes : ^^ Volney says, 
'The Greeks used to express by X or the Spanish Jota, 
the aspirated Ha of the Orientals, who said Haris : in 
Hebrew V:)"^^ [hrs) , heres, signifies the sun, but in Arabic 
the radical word means to guard, to preserve, and Haris 
(t preserver J And again, ^ii Chris comes from Harish 
[Haris] by a Chin [name of the Hebrew tt; *] it will 
%nify artificer, an epittet belonging to the sun '/ ^' 

This passage from Volney confirms the one from 
Drtimmond already quoted, showing that the sun had 
^ciently the title of Saviour ; for ^^ a preserver " is a 
^viour. This passage confirms also what I have already 
stated more than once, namely, that the sun was revered 
*8 the creator or maker of all ; for an " artificer " is a 

And Parkhurst explains ar (n«) thus : " lHoflow. This 
^ the idea of the word, though it occurs not as a verb 
simply in this sense ; but as a noun n« ar is a river, a 
flood/' And under its form aur (niN) he explains it thus : 

' Holwell's extract of the Analysis of Ancient Mythology, p. 364 
* Anacalypsis, voL i. p. 587. 
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" The light y so called from its wonderftil fluidity ; for it 
is not only 2l fluids but one of the most active BXiApeffeci 
fluids in nature*/^ • 

This is a mistake. Light was not named from its 
fluidity ; it is but one of the names of the sun modified. 
Fluidity implies motion and nothing more ; and every 
such idea is traceable to the sun, the supposed author of 
Kfe and motion. It is not conceivable that at the remote 
period when language was being formed, and when the 
world was yet in a very rude and unenlightened state, 
any one could have supposed light to be a fluid. But 
for the reason I have just given, every word for light may 
also signify motion; hence lumen ^flumeny and flow; and 
lux B,vAfluXy and light and flight. 

But how, I may be asked, did lumen hecowie flumenf 
or lux hecomeflux, or light become flight ? By the 1 of 
these words having been aspirated*. Hence there was 
a time when lumen must have been hlumen, and luz 
have been hlux^ and light have been Might ; and then, 
when the aspirate was replaced by I, as it has often 
been, these words became flumen, flux, and flight* Bui 
if the aspirate had been dropped, as it might have been 
then there would have been no means of disting^uishinj 
lumen from flumen, except by some slight difference ii 
the pronunciation, such as there was in Saxon betweei 
bloc 2Lndblac; that is, white and black. And this serve 
to prove, since the aspirate should never be regarded a 
belonging to the root of a word, that there is not, a 
to their primary signification, the least difference be 
tween two such words as lumen SLndflumen, And whei 
we compare loaf with its Saxon hlqf^ we see, since we d 

* Lexicon, p. 29. 

B Bosworth says that " tli3 L was sometimes aspirated." 
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iiot write hloafy that the 1 oiflumen^fluXyfiow^ and fiight 
nright hafe been left out. 

But if the aspirate had been dropped from flow^ we 
should have low ; and as in flux ^vAflow we have the 
same word, it follows that low is for lux ; so that we are 
to consider its as for 01, and 0% as for U (witness croix 
and QfuXy noix and nux), and its W as X, this sign being 
composed of a V and a V placed thus J, and so allowed 
to meet. And as V is for five, so is X, or double V, for 
ten. And this etymology is confirmed by Dr. Johnson^s 
definition of low-hell, which he explains thus : " A kind 
of fowling in the night, in which the birds are wakened 
by a bell and lured by 2^ flame into a net. Lowe denotes 
^pime in Scotland, and to hwe is ix> flame" 

And what is the etymology of flame ? Its root is lam 
(the aspirate f being dropped), and lam cannot difier 
from lum any more \hsijs. farther can from further ; and 
^«MR is the radical jpart of lumen. And as M is W in 
a different position, as shown farther back ; and as W 
^ the same as X, it follows that lum is the same as 

These latter etymologies serve to show how ideas the 

niofit dissimilar may be traced to the same source. Thus, 

to Ihw and to flow have very diflerent meanings ; but 

^ach of them implies motion, and this accounts for their 

being traceable to the sun, the supposed author of life 

and motion. And when we regard the 6 of blow as 

representing the aspirate f, and consequently as no part 

of the root of this word, we shall obtain the primary 

s^ification of' the verb to low, as cattle do. And as, 

according to Dr. Johnson, to hwe means also to flame, 

fchis shows how a word synonymous with flre might be 

$qual in form to one meaning breath. It shows also, 
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since W and V interchange (witness wind and vent, mfA 
and vin)y that lowe cannot differ from love ; and if thii 
derivation be true, to be in love means literally to be ii 
a flame. Hence, when animals are in love, they an 
said to be in heat — en chaleur, as the French have it. 

But what is the root of such a word as flame ? I 
can be no other than am. Then how is its 1 to be ac- 
counted for ? As the remains of such an article as t& a 
dl; and that such, too, must be the 1 of lux and Inmefi 
the roots {ux and urn) of these words being but differen 
forms of each other. Hence the I of lustre and the i 
of ;*^lustrious ; and hence the U of illume and iliiimm, 
and the (U of the French allumer. And as the rootJ 
amy um, and ux must have once been but different nam© 
of the sun, so must all such endings as replace theffl 
Thus, the ev of eros, Greek of love, should be regard© 
as the am of ^ame and of amor. A similar view should 
be taken of love, in Saxon Itif; the ov and iif of ead 
word being equal to om, um^ or am. But though such 
form as love or luf cannot differ from lifey we are n( 
hence to infer that either of these ideas was calle 
after the other. The agreement in sense between tvs 
such words should be closer. Their similarity in fon 
should be ascribed to their being traceable to the san 
source. The ideas they express — heat and existence- 
belong equally to the sun. These observations suggei 
many others — too many to be noticed here. 

I cannot, however, help quoting the following froi 
M. Miiller^s ^^ Lectures on the Origin of Language *:'^- 
^' Eire is the Latin esse, changed into essere and 001 
tracted. The root, therefore, is dS, which in all til 
Aryan languages has supplied the material for d 

• Vol. il p. 349. 
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auxiliary verb. Now, even in Sanskrit, it is true, this 
root 0% is completely divested of its material character ; 
it means to he and nothing else. But there is in 
Sanskrit a derivative of the root aa^ namely, am ; and 
in this aauy which means the vital breath, the ori- 
^al meaning of the root aa has been preserved. As, 
in order to give rise to such a noun as asu, must have 
meant to breathe, then to live, then to exut ; and it must 
have passed through all these stages before it could 
have been used as the abstract auxiliary verb which we 
find, not only in Sanskrit, but in all the Aryan lan- 
guages. Unless this one derivative, aau, life, had been 
preserved in Sanskrit, it would have been impossible to 
guess the original material meaning of the root as, 
to be/' 

This passage serves to show the advantage of knowing 
the origin of language. M. Max Miiller was not aware 
that the ideas expressed by the words he, hreath, hreathe, 
live, and exist, are all but so many modified forms of the 
name of the sun. Thus, the hal of haliQ^, the Doric of 
hlios (the sun), is the hal of the Latin hal\i\x& and of 
the French A^feine, and is but a dififerent form of the 
word sol, of which the root is al or ol. And though the 
aspirate in hal is replaced by the S of sol, it might just 
as well have been represented by 6, which proves hal or 
iol to be equal to hal and bol, each of which is a well- 
known name of the sun, while it is also equal to a 
word meaning breath, that is, to the hal of haliiws, and 
also to the hal of haleine, French of breath. And that 
hi and bol have each the meaning of breath, is shown 
by their being radically the same as bellow ; and that 
mnd or breath is the primary sense of this word, is 
shown by the instrument named bellows, since this is in 
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'BdKhjqv understood a king. Hence also, in the Syriae 
dialects, ^acCK^ Brfky and likewise Ba)\, signifies lord, 
and by this name also the sun ; and in some dialects, H\ 
and I\, whence IX09 and "H\«)9, FrjXio^: and BrjXtof;, 
and also in the Celtic diminutive way of expression 
JEX€vo9, Fekeve^, and BeXevo^ signified the sun ; E\€vrj^ 
reXevrj, BeXevrf, the moon. Among the Teutonics, Aol 
and Aeil have the same meaning : whence the adjective 
koliff or Aeiliff is derived, and signifies divine or holy ; 
and the aspiration being changed into s, the Romans 
form their sol" 

This passage affords ample proof, that in Bal, Baal^ 
Bely Bel, and sol, there is only one word under these 
different forms, and to which we must add AbelHo, Apello, 
and ApllOy &c. ; the root being always al, el, or ol, and 
which, on being aspirated, become Aal, hel, and hoi, 
whence aol, and the hel of helios and helene, the sun 
and the moon, in Greek. And as what was round took 
its name from the sun, or from something else thence 
called, we may be sure that in the Apell of Apello (an- 
cient form of Apollo) and in the English word ojsple, we 
have the same word, and consequently the German apfel 
and its representatives in several cognate languages. 
It has not, however, been hitherto suspected that 
Apollo and apj^le make but one word. It has been 
equally unknown that the el of the Greek Mi;\k and 
the om of the Latin pomyixxi, each meaning apple, were 
ancient names of the sun ; yet these two words (Ml and 
Onfi) must have once served as such. 

But how are we to account for the M of the Mt^X 
of MiyXl? ? When the Hel of Helios was alone in use, 
its aspirate appears to have been first changed for h, 
and then 6 for Td, which sometimes happens, as is 

H 2 ' 
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shown by the French word beugler being also written 
meugler, and the Greek BpoTo<; being Mopro^, The J 
of the pom of pomum is to be accounted for in the sani- 
way ; its root om must have first become horn, then foinB 
and finally jD(?w. 

But if it were true, which it is not, that the fir& 
meaning attached to OS (the Sanskrit be) was to hreaih^ 
we are still at a loss to know how (XS happened to hav^ 
this meaning, or after what such a verb as to breathe 
w*as called. According to M. Max Miiller^s origin o- 
dS, the verb to breathe was first named, and then th^ 
noun breath. But this is taking the derivative for th^ 
original. There can be no greater mistake than to d& • 
rive nouns from verbs. The first words in use mus* 
have been the names of things, and verbs are nothing 
more than names used verbally. The Sanskrit CIS (Be, 
could not in the beginning be distinguished from oa^ 
of the names of the sun, but by some slight difierenc< 
in sound ; and it must have then meant life, being, o3 
existence, and not to breathe, which idea must hav< 
come long afterwards, and have been the word ^ 
itself, slightly modified for the sake of distinction. Th* 
same may be said of asu, breath ; but whatever force 
the verb to breathe obtains in Sanskrit, it will, I hav< 
no doubt, be found to be radically the same as tb< 
auxiliary dS, M. Max Midler, who is reported to ^ 
well acquainted with Sanskrit, should have given ^' 
this verb. 

But what is the radical part of the English wot< 
breath ? It is DT, between which two consonants ai^J 
vowel may be inserted, so that OT is equal to bar^ i^ 
b iry bor, or bur. 

And if we now consider the 6 of these words as havU^^ 
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?Fown out of the aspirate, what remains {ar, er, ir, or, 
andttr) will be the real root of br. Nor can such forms 
^ iar, her, &c., differ from bal, lei, Sec, any more than 
^he (err of terra can diffisr from the tell of tellus, this 
^rising from T and I being the same sign differently 
*ormed and pronounced. If this be true, I shall be 
^Id that 6ar and its different forms may have 
t>een ako names of the sun, as well as ideas called 
^fter it. And so has it been. Higgins' speaks thus 
^f bra : '^ It is singular that Parkhurst gives us the 
Verb bra, to create, but no noun for creator. But 
"^tough it may be lost now, it cannot be doubted that 
^he verb must have had its correspondent noun. I have 
*>efore observed that this word Pr or Br is said, by 
^^hiter, always to mean <;reator.^^ And the sun was, as 
I have already observed more than once, styled the 
Creator. But Higgins, in his second volume, p. 243, 
®ays, that '^ Bra means /actor and fecit/' that is, it is, 
*ifee many other words, both a noun and a verb; he 
does not, however, give an instance of its serving as a 
*^oun. But when we observe that O serves as a substitute 
for the aspirate, and that bar (whence bra) must have 
ouce been kar, we discover the noun of the verb bra, and 
See that it has not been lost, but only concealed under 
*^tie of its more ancient forms; for Aar is the radical 
part of such words as kara, Aaris, and AerL And hara 
^eans God, and heri means Saviour^; and as to haris 
(in Hebrew D^n Ars), it means, according to Parkhurst, 
^^ the solar light ^,^'and according to Drummond*, faber, 

' Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 43L 

• "Hara Hara is a name of Muha-Deva, which is Great God ; Hcri 
Bieang Saviour." Ibid. i. p. 313. 
^ Lexicon, p. 201. ^ Qrig. vol. iii. p. 192. 
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artifex, machinator; and the same authority says '^ 
" may be sounded chorals , chrosy and chrus" This serv^ 
to show that the aspirate may be represented by ch 2^ 
well as by 6 and other consonants'. . 

The reader will please to bear in mind that in al inc 
ar^ that is, in the roots of such names of the sun as Ba. 
and Bar, we have but other forms of the Sanskrit dS (Be) : 
so that if dS had, like al and ar, taken the aspirate, i1 
would be now composed of three letters instead of two 
And what would its form be ? It would first be has^ anc 
there is no knowing what it would be afterwards, as th( 
aspirate might be replaced by many different signs, sucl 
as fy 6, Vy Wy or their equivalents. On consulting m; 
Bosworth, I find that the aspirate has in Saxon beei 
replaced by Wy the infinitive of the verb to be in thi 
language being weaariy of which the root es is, like the e 
of the Latin esscy precisely equal to the Sanskrit (X5, fo 
its £> being the same as 0, and having 1 understood 
and as the two signs and I make d, ea is thus brough 
equal to dS, 

So much for the verb to be; it was named afte: 
existence — in other words, after the sun. And how fai 
etymologists have been from knowing any thing of '\\k 
real origin, may be supposed by M. Max Miiller^s deriving 
it from the verb to breathe. But what does this learner 
gentleman mean when he says that the French imperfec 
yVi^ai* and the participle etSy both derived from the Laii. 
%tarey ^^ show how easily so definite an idea as to %Uf^ 
may dwindle down to the abstract idea of heing^^^'i 3 
these words have any meaning, they imply that the ver 
to he must have had for its original the verb to %taf^ 

' See Higgins, Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 587. 
* Lectures, vol. ii. p. 350. 
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and not the verb to breathey as M. Max Miiller has 

dreadjr stated ; for if a word be nothing more than the 

dwindled-down form of another word, it is evident that 

it must have come from that other word of which it is, as 

rt were^ but a shred. 

But etymologists not having hitherto known any- 
thing of the origin of hnman speech, it has not been in 
their power to tell why the ideas to stand and to be are 
^^ressed alike ; so that, whenever an attempt is made 
"to account for such a relationship, etymologists are sure 
hitherto contradict statements previously advanced, or 
"to give utterance to what neither themselves nor any 
one else can understand. 

When, farther back, I had occasion to show how all the 
^'ords of a language fall naturally of themselves into 
^tree chief divisions, I then found that death was called 
^flier lowness or the being down, and that the being up- 
^^ht or standing having the opposite meaning, it served 
"to signify life ; and this it is which accounts for the verb 
t>o he and the verb to stand being expressed by the same 
"^ord. Hence, when a philologist talks of the verb to 
^^nd dwindling down to the verb to bey his words h^ve 
^^•^sdly no meaning. 

A very plain proof that the idea expressed by such a 

^ord as standing may also serve to signify existence, is 

®hown by the name given to the quarter of the heavens 

^here the sun rises ; for, though it is written east, it can- 

liot diflter from esty its form in French, and which is also 

the radical part of estre, now itrCy for the east is also the 

^ant or rising y just as the west is the not-rising or the 

oeing-down; and hence in French the couchant means 

the west. , 

Now, what is the etymology of west ? No on'fc o.'axi 
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tell, except my humble self. All the Germans know o^ 
it is this^ that it bears the same form in their langaa^ 
as it does in Saxon, and that it is nearly the same V^ 
several other languages. But this is only telling me thfi^' 
the etymology of west is weat^ and this is no etymologj^ 
Let us now analyze the word. It is equal to ou and eii^ 
its Wy when not representing the aspirate h, being equ» 
to ou. Thus, as the W in the English pronoun we is pro - 
nouneed like the ou in the French aflSrmative oui^ thi^ 
shows W and (M to have the same sound, we and oui being 
pronounced alike. This is confirmed by oue%t, which ie 
the French of we%t ; and the tiiyo words are also alike in 
sound. What now remains, since oueat is for ou and €%t^ 
but to know the meaning of ou ? And is it not easy to 
suppose that ou must be a negative, and that au-est is 
for not-east ; that is, not standing, not rising y and conse- 
quently down, or couchant. Hence it is that the Greel 
word ov means no or not. Every French philologisi 
must therefore, I shall be told, know the etymology o: 
ouest ; it is, however, a mistake to think so ; he knowi 
no more of the origin of this word than any one else 
Thus, De Roquefort says it is Teutonic, and is writtei 
west. This is no etyniology. Nor is M. Littre^s anj 
better, as the following serves to show : ^^ Allem. west 
Isl. vest; Sued, vester. II y a en Pictet (t. 1) une dis 
sertation tres-ingenieuse sur Petymologie de west^ rap 
port^ k vastuniy desert, mer, parce que le desert et L 
Caspienne etaient k Touest des Aryas qui devinrent le 
Germains.^' 

Nor do French philologists know any thing more o 
the origin of est (east) than they do of ouest. Here ii 
all M. Littre says of it: ^^Mot germanique. Allem 
ost; Anglais, east.^^ 
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Prom what M. Littre says above, under his etymology 
of oueat^ it is clear that he imagines a relationship in 
meaning to exist between met and desert ; but there is 
none whatever, as I shall have occasion to show farther 
on, when I come to notice M. Max Miiller's very faulty 
etymology of mare^ the sea. 



CHAPTER XVIIL 

IDENTITY IN MEANING OF THE VERB TO BE AND THE 

PRONOUN I. 

In the foregoing account of the formation of alphabetical 
signs, I was, in order to be brief, obliged to suppress 
many observations suggested during that inquiry. These 
observations relate chiefly to the verb to be and the per- 
sonal pronoun /, neither of which has, I am sure, been 
hitherto fully accounted for. The investigation which is 
now to follow, will require from the general reader rather 
more than ordinary attention, for the subject is not a 
very simple one — it is not what we can call ^^ reading- 
made-easy .^^ But that I may be understood by all — by 
the slow thinker and observer as well as by the reader 
who catches every thing at a glance, but who often for- 
gets it as soon — I intend not to shrink, especially in the 
beginning of this inquiry, from a repetition of some 
things already told, and perhaps more than once. 

The reader will please to recollect that I have already 
shown 10 to have been the earliest form of this sign, 
B, which is composed of I and this character, 3, the 
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latter being" a substitute for the O. Nor can the read 

have yet forgotten that this second part of B, that 

3, may be either S or ^ , the latte r, which is a Sax< 

form, being now made thus M. By this we see th 

the same character may, according to the position of i 

parts, be either an S or an M. Nor should this su 

prise us, since, as I have already stated, M is in Gre 

what it is in Latin, English, and many other languag( 

whilst, when made to take this position, 2, it is 

Greek the capital S. By this we see that the earlie 

form of B, namely, TO, is equal to both IS and IJ 

and that there is not a shade of difference between the 

two forms, each of them being an exact representati( 

of the sign B. And as O is understood before the I 

both IS and IM, according to the rule stated farti 

back, it follows that IS and IM are each equal 

OIS and OIM ; that is, when here the O and I coales 

and become d, (Z5, and OWd, And as these two woi 

are also precisely equal to each other, it follows, sin 

in Sanskrit (18 means 6^, that such too must be t 

meaning of am when regarded as the same verb in ai 

other language; hence, when in English we say," 

I he '^ instead of ^^ If I am" the meaning is exactly i 

same, so that it is only conventionally that such locutic 

are sometimes used differently. And though it is n< 

considered very vulgar to say " I be " for ^^ I am" it we 

however, very correct so to express ourselves, did cust< 

only allow it. 

But in the 10 which we have now shown to be eqi 
to the sign B, and also to the words IS, dS, and d 
we see the Italian of the personal pronoun I ; and t 
circumstance deserves to be noticed. If this pronoun 
the same as the verb to be, its literal meaning m 
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be a hing, conventionally a being of the first person 
singular. And if we grant this^ we may be sure that 
Buch too is the meaning of the corresponding word in 
all languages. According to this view, there can be 
no difference in meaning between two such words as 
/and am; so that the word for /in one language may 
be the word for am in another. We should also observe 
that each of these words has several other representatives; 
that I is not only equal to 10, but also to 01 and d, 
as well as to 1^, ie, ei ; and of which each may be 
abridged to an % an 0, or an e. Hence, when we drop 
the of 10 or of 01, we obtain the English pronoun I, 
which, as I learn from M. Littre, is also the representa- 
tive of Je in the French province Nivemais. The same 
authority gives also 10 not only as the Italian of Je, 
but as a provincial form of this pronoun. But if M. 
Littre knew that 10 is the elder form of Ie, he could 
scarcely help discovering — since I was anciently used 
for j — tiiat in lo, Ie, and je we have but one and the 
same word under these three different forms. 

The form am is also equal to oim, urn, eim, and, by 
contraction, to om, em, or im. And now, while bearing 
lu mind that am and its several forms are but modifi- 
cations of 01 or 10, we may state what we have to 
observe respecting the first person singular of the 
^erb to be, Asmi (its form in Sanskrit) is for as-ma, 
that is, am I in English ; for, as I has O understood, 
and as O and I make d, the I of as-mi is for (X, and as 
^ has the meaning of I in Sanskrit, the learned make 
^^ mistake when they explain asmi as they do. They 
^not, however, have known by what means ma be- 
came 1. I am going to tell them how this has happened. 
It did not arise from the a of ma having, when undat 
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this form, been abridged to %y but when d appeared thus. 
01, its O was dropped, so that 1 alone remained. Hence 
the earliest form of this pronoun must have been no^. 
which, by the dropping of the O, became mi ; but those 
who spoke Sanskrit differently having allowed the fl 
and 1 to meet, made both moi and mi become ma, W( 
have not, however, in ma and am two different words 
but the same word read differently; so that in on( 
province of the same country ma may have been for / 
whilst in another province it may have been for am, oi 
some modified form of this word, such as oim, eim, ««»j 
im, or em. Thus, in Hebrew the word for mother is am', 
but when read from right to left, it is the ma of mamma, 
and ab (Hebrew of father), when read in the same way 
becomes ba, and this is the pa of papa ; for p and 
are but different forms of the same letter, and they con- 
stantly interchange. 

Another form in Sanskrit of the pronoun I, is aham 
How is it to be accounted for? By the applying o 
one of my rules, which says, that every initial vowe 
may or may not be aspirated, that is to say, it ma; 
take an h before it, or it may not ; or, if having the h i 
may be deprived of it. The right use of this rule is t< 
be confirmed by the result obtained. Hence, granting an 
which is the same as ma (I), to be the root of aham, an< 
then allowing am to become, according to the rule jus 
stated, ham ; and then, from the tendency there is t 
sound a vowel before initial consonants, ham will becom 
aham. But as the aspirate h is frequently replaced b; 
other consonants, and of which 5 is a very usual on 
(compare ^epta in Greek and *eptem in Latin), i 
follows that aham is equal to asam; and this form canno 
differ from azem; and in Zend this word represents aham 
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We have thus shown how two such forms as aham 
nd azem are to be derived from 10 or 01. But in 
vhat does aham differ from may which is its other form ? 
Since ma is the same as am, we may say that there 
s no difference whatever between aham and ma; for 
jhe aspirate prefixed to am is no radical part of this 
KTord^ so that ham is the same as am. And as to the 
3t prefixed to aham, it does not, any more than h, belong 
to am : the cause of its being prefixed to ham arises from 
the euphonic tendency that often prevails, of prefixing 
a vowel to an initial consonant. Nor are we to account 
for the em of azem but as a different pronunciation of 
««. This em must have therefore become hem; and 
few cannot differ from sem (compare the hem of 
^misphere and the sem of ^^wicircle), because h is often 
J^placed by B ; and sem has, from the tendency to prefix 
vowels to initial consonants, become asem, which is azem 
differently pronounced. 

If we now take the O of ego in Greek and Latin, 
as the original form of this word, it may be also very 
*^ily traced to 10 or Oi ; for, referring to g, Donnegan 
observes that in some dialects ^^ it is prefixed to words as 
a mark of aspiration, thus SoOtto? becomes yBovirof;, and 
«Ja, yaia/^ Hence when O (w) is aspirated by g, it 
becomes go ; and from the euphonic tendency to prefix a 
vowel to initial consonants, go will become cyo), whence 
the Latin ego. 

We may now assume that two such forms of this 
pronoun as the Gothic ih and the German ich are but 
inodifications of the eg of ego. In Picardy, ege, ej, and 
^'■j are, according to M. Littre, the forms in use, and 
which are also the same as ego, as it is not diflScult 
to perceive. 
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But under whatever form the pronoun I may appear^ 
we shall find it not to diflfer in meaning from the verb to 
hsy and that it is also but a modified form of this word. 
Hence, to know the primary signification of the verb to 
hCy is to know also that of the pronoun I. 

If we were therefore to say ^^ / a Roman/' every one 
would conceive such a locution to mean ^^ I am a Roman; ' 
and if, instead of ^^ I a Roman/' we were to say " am t 
Roman/' the meaning would be still the same. Tbii 
arises from / and am having each the same primitive 
meaning; and we can conceive that anciently, whei 
words were few, / or am must have been often used t( 
signify I am. How then are we to explain the Latii 
sum ? It must have first been only urn, of which theT 
are several other forms, such as oimy am, eim, om, em, c 
hn ; and, granting this, as many persons must have a< 
pirated the m, urn must have become hum ; and as h yii 
frequently replaced by other consonants, and especiall 
by S, as shown above, hum would become aum, and tfc 
meaning be either / or am. According to this interpw 
tation oisum, " SumRomanus^' may be explained either b 
^^ I a Roman ;" or ^^ am a Roman!' Hence, though *«: 
represents the Sanskrit amniy it is not this word coi 
tracted; that is to say, it is not composed of two word 
but of one, and which one may mean either / or aw,bii 
literally considered, it does mean both / and am. 

But Sanskrit scholars account for the origin of *« 
otherwise. They say it must have been emm, and thi 
esum must have been esumi ; and that the U of the latt 
— as if no part of the root of sum — is only a euphon 
link, here serving to connect ea and mi ; and this analys 
they confirm by the Sanskrit asmi and the ^olic fon 
of 6t/i/, that is, kayJi,. Such is, I apprehend, an exa( 
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representation of the following passage : " Le mot mm 
est une forme reduite de emrHy lui-mSme pour esumi, avec 
inteFcalation d^un u euphonique pour esmiy comme le 
prouvent le Sanscrit asmi et le Gree iafii (eolien), devenu 
dans la langue commune elfii/^ 

The above * is taken from a work of very great merit, 
entitled, '' Manuel pour FEtude des Racines Grecques et 
Latines, par Anatole Bailly. Ouvrage public sous la direc- 
tion de E. Egger, membre de FInstitut, professeur de la 
litterature grecque k la Faculte des Lettres de Paris/' 

la two other parts of his work this authority refers 
again to sum ; but no more than the following needs 
be quoted : *^ s-u-m, pour es-u-m, es-u-mi (Vu est ime 
voyefle de liaison*.)'' 

Before quoting another learned authority who argues 
to the same eflfect, I beg to call the reader's attention to 
this single fact, namely, that la) is in the Boeotian dialect 
for ego, and that this same word lod is also allowed to be 
one of the radical forms of el/il, to 6e. We thus see fully 
confirmed what I discovered farther back by the appli- 
cation of these principles ; that to know the meaning of 
the verb to be is also to know the meaning of the per- 
sonal pronoun J, in no matter what language. And 
though the first person singular, present tense, of Latin 
verbs end in 0, 60 or W, they are all one and the same, 
80 that and eo are each for io. And as 10, as I have 
already shown, is the original of IM, and consequently 

of OIM, just as OIM is of am, it follows that the 0, 

* 

^0, and to might as well have been am. This is con- 
finned by the second am of amamus, for it is evidently for 
ttie of amt? ; and so may we say that the em and im of 

* lutrod. p. 5 • P. 233. 
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such plural endings as emua and imua are also for an 
Hence there is no diflference in meaning between inquw? an 
inqud^w, the io of the former being correctly represente 
by the am of the latter. Sanskrit scholars do therefoi 
mistake when they suppose that inquam is for inqua-m 
which mistake is to be ascribed to their not knowin, 
that every such pronominal ending of a verb as am or a 
is but a different form of the Sanskrit pronoun mxi (I 
which must have first been moiy and then mi, its O havinj 
been dropped with some persons, and its and I having 
with others been allowed to coalesce, and so make d. 

But Sanskrit scholars make a stranger mistake whe 
they suppose that the Latin verbs present tense ending i 
must have first been omi, not supposing that every sue 
verbal ending in Latin is as genuine a pronoun as tli 
Sanskrit ma or mi* And this mistake is made still wors 
by sum and inquam being referred to as proofs that thes 
verbal endings in Latin can be nothing less than tl 
diminished forms of the Sanskrit pronoun. 

That this statement is no exaggeration, and that tl 
censure I have already passed on the faulty etymolog 
oisum has been equally just, the following passage, take 
from another learned work, will, it is presumed, ftdl 
certify : — 

'^ Le MI caracteristique de la premiere personne, si bie 
conserve dans le Sanskrit, le Lithuanien, et le Grec, es 
reduit d^abord k la consonne initiale M, ce qui nous fei 
perdre le signe de rapport I ; mais ce n'est pas tout 
cet M, precieux reste du pronom MA (moi) organiqui 
ne nous est parvenu que dans Es-u-m (pour AS-mi] 
plus tard S-u-m, et dans inqua-M. pour inqua-Ml, Pai 
tout ailleurs, la notion de la premiere personne s'es 
attachee k la voyelle O rempla^ant la voyelle A organiqu 
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r«| preeedant immediatement la terminaison, mais ne la 
w^l eonstituant en auciin fa9oii. 

enrrJ ''C'est ainsi que rorganique(laksa-Mi, en Latin orga- 
^»l Dique lego-Mi est devenu lego^ apres avoir sans aucun 
f-i I doute, ete lego-M (comparez su-m et inqua-M). 
'it:| ''De mfime, Man-aya-Mi, je fais pensevy apres avoir 
fte Man-eo-Mi^ est devenu mon-eo-M, puis mon-eo, De 
^^me encore lLeLm'SLjSL'Uiyfeinbrasse,/aime, apres avoir 
cte Kam-ao-Mi^ puis Kam-ao-M, et Kam-o-M est devenu 
(K)amo. Le k aryaque^ conserve en Sanskrit, est tombe 
eix Latin/' 

This is a mistake; amo has never had the k here 
deferred to, and it cannot therefore have lost it. .But we 
^y^e not hence to infer that the Xam of Xam-aya-mi is 
^ot the am of amo. If an Englishman were to request 
^He first ten persons that happened to pass his door to 
Pironounce the word amo, five of them might, in all pro- 
l^^bility, aspii'ate its d, and consequently read am^ as if 
iti were written Aamo, And so has it been, with regard to 
^he aspirate, in all languages over the world. And this 
Aspirate has been replaced by several difierent signs : wit- 
ness iom, comu, and Kipa^, in which words the Jl, C, and 
^ represent one another. Now, as an initial k is not 
^vich a letter as can be easily dropped, we may be sure 
^Hat if the am of amo is to be derived from the Xam of 
iCam-aya-mi, the derivation must have taken place when 
^hig Sanskrit word was written am-aya-mi ; that is to 
^^y, when its initial d had not yet been aspirated. 

And as the O of am(? is for the assumed pronoun 10, 

"ftie endings of the second and third persons, that is, as 

and dt {ama8, amat) are also to be regarded as genuine 

pTonouns, and not as corrupt forms of the corresponding 

,, ^ordsin Sanskrit. But M. Amed& de Caix-de Saint- 
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Amour (auttor of the passage just quoted) is of a diflSi 
rent opinion, as the reader will find on consulting th 
author^s very learned work, entitled '^ La Langue Latic 
etudiee dans FUnit^ Indo-Europ&nne/' p. 192. 

What has been now said of the verb to Be and some < 
the personal pronouns, suggests several other observe 
tions, of which a few may be here set down at randoa 
What difference is there in meaning between the verb: 
pronominal endings 0, (I8y (Xt, as in amo, ama«, ama^ 
There is none whatever ; for it is only conventional, 
they differ as to person, so that each of them might ha"' 
been either of the other two. Then what is the primal 
signification of every such pronoun ? It is that of <wi 
and it does not, for this reason, differ from either tl 
definite or indefinite article, nor from any word that d 
anciently serve as a name of the sun. 

Every such pronoun is also equal in meaning to tl 
verb to be ; hence the dS of ama^ is this verb in Sanskri 
and from which the English verb IS cannot differ. Tl 
Latin pronoun is has still the same meaning, and so ha' 
its feminine and neuter forms ea and id ; to which v 
may add he, she, and it in English ; these and all su( 
words not being different from one another in either u 
or meaning, save conventionally. 

Now, as the personal pronoun and the verb to he ( 
not differ from each other in meaning, it may not 1 
always easy to tell, when both words from their havii 
coalesced make only one, which is the pronoun or whi 
is the verb. Thus, if eom in Saxon means not only c 
but / am (Ic eom), which of its two parts, if we analy 
it thus, eo-am, is for the verb or the pronoun ? As t 
English pronoun 1 appears to have been once pronounc 
<?i, the Saxon eom — supposing it to have been for t 
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pronoun and the verb — would be then for oi-m^ that is, 
Tin, instead of / am. But in the em and am of the 
potential mood in Latin (am^w, doceam) we have not 
verbs but two pronouns, each representing ego. 

We may now well doubt if am has been always in 
English an inflection of the verb to he and never a pro- 
noun. As llth and U do constantly interchange, am cannot 
differ from any which means one in English {an apple, an 
egg, that is, one apple, one egg) as it does in Saxon ; 
and from d and U being the same sign, an cannot differ 
from uny root of nnuBy and the French of one. From am 
having this meaning of one, such too must be the meaning 
of the pronoim I, since, when a verbal ending, am stands 
for I. The Hebrew word >3K aniy written also n3» ane, 
is the pronoun I ' ; and the root of this word (that is, 
3Hfl«) is a name of the sun*, after which, as already 
stated, both unity and existence have been called. Hence 
the pronoun I means one and a thing existing, conven- 
tionally the first person. Nor GSkXian differ from as 
(French of ace), which therefore means one as well as it 
does in Sanskrit. And as the aspirate of eh forms no 
part of the root of this word, 6*9 is the same as eis (one), 
and consequently as ois or as. 

If we needed other proofs that the personal pronoun I, 
^ no matter what language, does not differ in meaning 
from the verb to be, and that it implies both unity 
and existence, we might not go beyond eirat, the in- 
fiiiitive of ei^tX \ for the radical part {eiri) of this word 

• 

IS not only equal to oin^ an, and un^ but it is the German 
of one. 

And in Lithuanian, ^^ a language still spoken,^^ says M. 
MaxMiiller, "by about 200,000 people in Eastern Prussia, 

' See Psrkburst, p. 24. • See Parkhurst, p. 22. 

I 2 
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and by more than a million of people in the conterminoi:^ 
parts of Russia/^ the pronoun I is, according also to !• 
Littre, expressed by uz. And as this word cannot diflfe 
from the verb u, it aflTords a plain proof that the prcs 
noun I and the verb to he are in meaning one and th- 
same. ^^ And there are in this language/' says M. Mar 
Miiller, '^some grammatical forms more primitive an* 
more like Sanskrit than the corresponding forms ifl 
Greek and Latin •/' 

I have been thus as particular and as close as I cool* 
possibly be, in endeavouring to show the identity ifl 
meaning of personal pronouns and the verb to he; fo 
though the learned no longer regard the verb to he as ai 
abstract idea, but as having had a material origin, ye' 
their notions of this origin are very imperfect ; and as tf 
the personal pronouns, they cannot imagine how they havi 
come into existence, or what they literally mean. This 
will be confirmed by the following, which I transcribe 
from M. Max Miiller's Lectures on the Science of Lan- 
guage, vol. ii. p. 347. 

^^ Victor Cousin, in his Lectures on the History of Phi- 
losophy during the Eighteenth Century*, endeavours tc 
controvert Locke's assertion by the following process :— 
* I shall give you two words,' he says, * and I shall asl 
you to trace them back to primitive words expressive 
of sensible ideas. Take the word/^, I. This word, ai 
least in all languages known to me, is not to be reduced, 
not to be decomposed, primitive ; and it expresses nc 
sensible idea, it represents nothing but the meaning 
which the mind attaches to it ; it is a pure and trui 
sign, without any reference to any sensible idea. Th« 

» Lectures, vol. i. p. 219. i Paris, 1841, vol. ii. p. 274. 
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Word etre^ to be, is exactly in the same case ; it is primi- 
tive and altogether intellectual, I know of no language 
m which the French verb Site is rendered by a corre- 
sponding word that expresses a sensible idea ; and there- 
fore it is not true that all the roots of language, in their 
last analysis, are sig^s of sensible ideas/ ^^ 

Little as I know of Hebrew, it would seem that 
Victor Cousin, if at all acquainted with this language, 
knew still less, for, according to Parkhurst, this verb 
is more significant of substance than of ideality. " It 
is joined,'' says this authority, " with both genders and 
numbers. It seems to have rather the nature of a 
noun than of a verb, taking after it several of the same 
suffixes as nouns.'' 

Parkhurst explains it also as meaning, under its form 
l£?» w, ^^ substance, reality, the true riches" And also, 
*' 2k being, or thing subsisting or existing;" and with a 
formative N a which makes W* is become tt^'« ais, it is 
explained, ^^ a person, a man^" 

But does not the noun etre in French also mean a 
person, a man? I am sure that it does, and that every 
I^rench dictionary will tell me I am right. Hence 
^^ntjf is in English not only the participle present o^ 
^6, but it is also a noun, just as etre is in French. 

Referring to Cousin's opinion of je, M. Max Miiller 
says, "Now it must be admitted that the French y^, 
^hich is the Sanskrit aham, is a word of doubtful ety- 
mology. It belongs to the earliest formations of Aryan 
speech; and we need not wonder that even in Sanskrit 
the materials out of which this pronoun was formed 
should have disappeared. We can explain in English 
such words as myself or your honour, but we could not 

3 Lexicon, p. 251. 
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attempt, with the means supplied by English alone, tz. 
analyze I, thou, and he. It is the same with the San^ 
krit aham, a word carried down by the stream c^ 
language from such distant ages, that even the Vedas 
as compared with them, are but, as it were, of yester" 
day. But though the etymology of aham is doubtfiil 
it has never been doubtful to any scholar that, like aL 
other words, it must have an etymology; that it musf 
be derived either from a predicative or from a demon- 
strative root. Those who would derive aham from a 
predicative root, have thought of the root ah, to breathe, 
to speak. Those who would derive it from a demon- 
strative root, refer us to the Vedic gha, 'the later ha^ 
this, used like the Greek hode*/' 

The reader cannot have yet forgotten my etymology 
of the French Je j I have shown it, he may recollect, 
to be for 10, between which and IE there is no more 
difiRerence than there is between show and sh^w in Eng- 
lish ; nor is there any more difference between IE and 
JE than there is in French between Jour and its- elder 
form iour, I have also had occasion to show that 10 
and its form IE was a name both of the true God and 
the sun, as Parkhurst testifies. It would seem as if 
the author of the following passage knew something 
of the primitive meaning of this personal pronoun, 
though how he could have come by such knowledge, I 
cannot imagine : — 

" Jean Paul, in his Levana, p. 82, says, I is — except- 
ing God, the true I and true Thou at once — the highest 
and most incomprehensible that can be uttered by lan- 
guage or contemplated. It is there all at once, as the 
whole realm of truth and conscience, which, without ^ 1/ 

' Lectures, End series, p. 348. 
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nothing. We must ascribe it to God as well as to 
vxiiconscious beings, if we want to conceive the being of 
tite One and the existence of the others */' 

The author of the above seems to have taken the pro- 
x^o uD I as a nam e of the Deity ; and if so, he did not 
mistake. 

Farther on I shall have occasion to notice M. Max 
IMiiller's etymology of the Sanskrit verb to be, as. 

From what this learned Professor says of aham, — in 
"Sanskrit, the pronoun I, — ^it is evident that the etymo- 
^^^7 of this word is wholly unknown ; and this admis- 
sion he confirms still further by the following : — 

"I thought it possible, in my History of Sanskrit 
literature, p. 21, to connect ah-am with Sanskrit dha, I 
said, Greek ^, Latin aja, and nego, nay, with Gothic ahma 
(instead of agma), spirit ; but I do so no longer. Nor 
^0 1 accept the opinion of Benfey (Sanskrit Gramma- 
^^} § 773), who derives aham from the pronominal root 
P^d with a prosthetic a. It is a word which, for the 
present, must remain without a genealogy *.^^ 

Had the learned known any thing of the rule illus- 
"tj^ted under the article headed, ^^The use and advantage 
9f knowing that initial vowels may take the aspirate H" 
they would have long since discovered the etymology of 
flAaw. But this rule the learned could not know without 
having first known the origin of language, out of which 
knowledge all the rules thus far applied have grown. 



^ Quoted by M. Max Miiller, Lect., vol. ii. p. 349. 
* Lectures, vol. ii. p. 148. 
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CHAPTER XIX. 

HAND. 

Let us now show how the names of things very < 
i-ent from any of the attributes of the sun can^ how 
be traced — but indirectly— to the same source as 
expressive of being and goodness. 

As many words are indebted for their origin to su 
served to signify the handy we can conceive that 
words should never be taken as the primitive fori 
names designating this member. Thus, the idea expr 
by hold must have been called after the hand; an 
latter should not, for this reason, be traced to the ve 
hold, but this verb should be traced to a word fo 
hand. Hence, when we make the I of hold take its 
n (compare /uncheon and wunchion), we shall, inste 
holdy have hondy which is one of the forms in Saxo 
hand. But I shall be told that to hand does not 
to hold, but, on the contrary, to pass or transmit g 
thing from the hand. But it is only conventionallj? 
to hand has this meaning. In the beginning, to 
must have been used for to hold. Thus, in such a sen 
as '^ let me go ; I do not wish you to hand me ;^ 
meaning of to hand would be to hold. And this vi 
confirmed by the verb to unhand, which is litera 
unhold ; that is, to hand not. But though to unha 
still in use, to unhold is not. But why so? be 
there is no necessity for it ; if unhand did not exis 
should have unhold. We thus see, by comparing to 
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^nd to unhandy that the former verb must have once 
• ttxeant to hold as well as to transmit, the latter being the 
only sense in which it is now used. 

On looking into my Johnson, I find these views of 

*tiine confirmed by his simply informing me that the 

^erb iA> hold is haldan in Gothic and Saxon, and henden 

^n Dutch, to which he might have added the German 

^alten. Now, as in these several languages we have the 

Same word for hold^ written somewhat difierently, it 

ft>llows, that if any one of them can be shown to be the 

sume as hond or hand (both of which exist in Saxon) that 

"the others must be also the same as these two words. 

There is one of them, henden, of which its root, hend, can 

^o more differ from hond than shew and show in English 

^an firom each other ; or than elder can from older. And 

'^^hen instead of this hend of henden, we write hond, to 

'^Hch it is equal, and then give to its O its 1 understood, 

^•Hd so obtain hoind, we bring this form equal, by joining 

^"te and 1, to hand ; which, though not so old as hoind, 

certainly older than hond, 01 b.eing the first form that 

must have ever had. 

Let me now take the liberty of showing the reader 

"■^ow, from knowing this much, he may learn something 

■^^•Xore. Now, when hoind was in existence, as it must 

"J^^ve once been, if then the O was dropped instead of the 

-^-^ hind would remain, and this happens to be the radical 

X^^rt of the verb to hinder; and to hinder a person from 

^oing any thing, is to hold him from it ; by which we see 

'^Ikat the idea of hindering is to be traced to the hand, but 

^^tidirectly, because called after an idea (to hold) which 

^as been named from the hand. Now, to tell me that 

"the verb to hinder is very like another word in one or 

i several of the Teutonic languages, were to tell xa^ n^x^ 

) 
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• 

little, and this is all that has been hitherto known of thi 
idea ; but to trace it as we havB just done, is to shoi« 
how man must have first reasoned with himself when 
making his words; and this is knowledge not to be 
despised, but greatly valued ; at least Locke thought so. 

But there is another source to which the idea of hinder- 
ance can be traced, and of which — ^it being so very 
evident — no one seems to be ignorant. I mean impede, 
in the radical part of which (pede) we see the ablative of 
pes (the foot) ; so that to impede has, when we regard i«» 
as a negative equal to un (witness im^oli in French and 
«t»polite in English), the literal meaning of to unfooi', 
that is, not to allow to one the free use of his feet. 

There are several etymologies suggested by those just 
noticed to which it is scarcely necessary to draw tb€ 
reader's attention — such as to halty as soldiers do after « 
march ; or to halt, from being lame. It is evident tha^ 
in each case halt means to hold. When the soldier J^ 
ordered to halt, he is ordered to hold himself from march- 
ing ; and he who is lame holds himself, as it were, fro0 
advancing, at every step he takes. Halter also, as itiJ 
used for holding certain animals, seems to have taken iti 
name from the use made of it. Dr. Johnson refers it t< 
a word in Saxon meaning the neck, hala. And thoug"! 
the Latin word (capistrum) refers it to the head, tb< 
French of licou is, in meaning, literally a neck-tie; I 
being the root of both Her, to tie, and lien, a tie ; att< 
cou or col being for neck. Hence, every time a Frend 
gentleman calls for his cravate, he is, inasmuch as tb< 
primary meaning is concerned, calling for a halter; for * 
cravat is a neck -tie. 

But what is the etymology of cravate ? French philo 
Jo^ists cannot in my humble opinion tell ; for it is nO 
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onable to suppose that so refined a people as the 
ich did not wear cravats before 1636, at which time 
' are said to have borrowed this ornament from the 
itians. Such is the origin of cravate, according to De 
lefort ; and I am rather surprised at finding so dis- 
aished a philologist as M. Littre to be of the same 
ion. De Roquefort^s words are, ^^C^est en 1636 
nous avons emprunte cet ornement des Croates, 
ue la France etait en guerre avec PAllemagne */' 
M. Littre says, ^^ Cravate ; parce que cette piece 
}illement fut denommee d^apres les Cravates ou 
tes qui vinrent au service de France /^ 
it us now, in order to discover the real etymology of 
\t, bear in mind that it is taken in the sense of a 
-tie; that is, something that fastens to the neck, 
radical part is crav, which cannot differ from the 
of clavnSy Latin of nail, nor from the English word 
, which means both the nail of a bird or of a beast, as 
as of its foot. And as a nail is what fastens, and as 
' has this meaning, the crav of cravat may be there- 
said to mean a tie, conventionally a tie for the neck, 
that I have taken no undue liberty in changing 
rav of cravat for clav, one of the following words 
1 by M. Littre from several dialects and languages 
fferent names of clou (French of nail) will serve to 
: '^ Picar. cleu ; Bourguig. clo; Wallon, cl&; Rouchi, 
; Provenc. clau; Espagn. clavo; Portug. cravo; Ital. 
; du Latin clavus, de mSme radical que clavis '^ 
I. Thus we see that in Portuguese the word for 
is not clavo, as it might have been, but cravo, of 
h the radical part, crav, is also the root of the French 

Diet. Etymologique, 



124 Origin of Language and Myths. 

cravatcy which might as well have been clavate, 1 and T 
being but different forms of the same sign. 

Are we now to suppose that a cravat was called after 
a word for clou or clavus ? By no means ; but after a 
word meaning to tie or fasten, but which word 
is to be traced to clou or clavus^ just as clou or ckxvA 
is to be traced to claw^ and claw to a word for the 
hand — conventionally, the hand of a beast or bird. As 
there are, however, many ways of tying a cravat — as 
many, I am assured, as thirty-five — the cravat may, 
from its knots bearing some resemblance to the claws of 
a beast or bird, have thence taken its name ; but the 
radical sense will be still the same. Dr. Johnson's 
definition of the word claw is, therefore, perfect : " The 
foot of a beast or bird armed with sharp nails ; or the 
pincers or holders of a shell-fish.^^ The following (from 
an abridged edition of Webster) is perhaps still better: 
^^ The sharp hooked nail of a beast, bird, or other animal. 
The whole foot of an animal armed with hooked nails. 
The hand, in contempt/' I beg to draw the reader's 
attention to the meaning of ^' pincers or holders;" and 
that a claw may mean either a nail or the whole foot. 
Pincers have so evidently the meaning of holders, that i^ 
is rendered into French, not only by pincettes^ but also 
by tenailleSy literally holders : witness teneo and t-enir itt 
Latin and French, as well as tenaculum, that which holds. 
As tenere, and tenir mean each to hold, and as hold is for 
hond or hand, it must follow that the Latins had once 
such a word as ten for both hand and finger, or that the? 
borrowed this word from a people who in their language 
used it so ; and of this there can be no doubt. HenC^ 
dextra, a Latin word for hand, even the right hand, h^ 
for its root dex, which can neither difier from the dek <• 



Origin of Language and Myths. '125 

iehj Greek of ten, nor from thd dec of the Latin decern 
(which was pronounced dehem), nor from dix in French. 
And the dah of daktulos is still the same word ; and such 
too is the tak of take in English, as well as touch and the 
ivik of tickle, and the tang of tang ere in Latin, which was 
also tcLgo. Donnegan does not therefore mistake when 
under deka, he says,- " Se/co), Si'xpfiai, is related to BeKa, 
viz., from the ten fingers, to * grasp, hold. ^ " 

We thus see how words grow out of one another, 
though all be referable to a single source. Only- 
witness the word grasp: when we drop its S, we get 
grapj root of grapple ; in grap we have groip, that is, 
grip and gri^e. But if we consider the r in grasp as the 
1 in clavuSy grasp will become glasp ; that is, from the 
interchange of C and g (witness gatto in Italian and 
ca^in English), clasp ; and a clasp is what ties or closes. 
In grip we have also, from the interchange of p and f 
(witness pater and father), grify that is, griffe, which is 
the French of claw, and, as we now see, but a different 
form of it. Yet in griffe and claw there is not a letter 
in common ! 

These three Latin words, anguis, unguis, and angus, root 
^iangustOy are all one and the same. The first means a 
serpent, the second a nail (of the hand) and the third is 
significant of tightness, since angustere (infinitive of 
angusto) means to tighten, close, &c. We may now 
show how these different ideas are to be traced to the 
hand. But let us first call upon the rule which says that 
every vowel at the beginning of a word may or may not 
take the aspirate n, which arises from some people in all 
countries sounding an ll before a vowel when they ought 
not, or from their leaving it out when it should be 
^ised. Hence, the word anguis cannot, because equal to 
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hang, differ from fang (a claw) ; this arising from 
interchange, so very frequent, of h and f, as we see ft 
Hernando and Fernando, As the ung of unguis (a n 
is equal to the ang of anguis, just as further is to fartl 
we see that it has the same root, and is consequently : 
different from/ang. The same observations apply to 
ang of angustOy to tighten ; so that it is also but anot 
form oi fang, just as fang is of the fing oi finger. A 
as/* cannot differ from p, the fing of finger is, from 
being the same as/afig or foing, not different hompo 
in French. And if it be objected that this word mej 
the fist, it should be observed that fist cannot differ fr 
fast, firm, tight, &c., ideas called after the hand. But 
poigjwef in which we have poign, means both a hand 
and a handle, there can be no doubt about the origi 
meaning oi poign. In this French word we see also 
poign oi poignant, and even pang, a pain proceed 
from a bang or blow; iorpang and dang are equal 
each other. And may we not also say that in an(, 
(a serpent) we have anguish ? not that the lattev idea ' 
named from a serpent, but from the circumstance of 
root ang being not different iromfang, an idea called a 
the hand, with which a blow is given, and hence a ba 
But, as a serpent has neither hands nor claws, t 
should its name be traceable to such an idea? Sim 
because, like a crab, which may be said to have ha 
or claws, it creeps; and hence its name, which I si 
most likely have occasion to notice farther on, it be 
a very important word, as it has given rise to a g 
deal of superstition over all the world. But I mus' 
cautious ; superstition has always been a dangerous tl 
to meddle with, not only in times long gone by, 
even in our own days. 
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And though the aerp of aerpmty whi^h is its radical 
part, differs so widely from the clav of clavus (a nail) yet 
the same meaning can, without its being in the least 
far-fetched, be deduced from it. Thus, in Greek herpo 
means to creep as a serpent ; but its radical part, herp, is 
not only, from the interchange of h and S (witness hepta 
in Greek and septem in Latin), equal to 5, whence the 
ierp of serpent; but also to this sign J-C an ancient 
form of H, and of which a C is the half, and so may 
represent the entire letter. Hence, Horn is the corn of 
comu in Latin, and is the same as corne in French; 
and as C is equal to k, this too accounts for ier^ root 
of ieras, Greek of horn, being so written ; for this ier 
cannot differ from cor, which has also the meaning of 
horn in French, as we see by cor de chasse, a hunting 
horn. Hence, the S of serp is shown to be equal to C ; 
l)ut which we might see by merely comparing the 
English words practice and practice. The serp of ser- 
pent is therefore brought equal to cerp, which, from the 
conunon transposition of vowels preceding /•, becomes 
W"^, equal to both creep and crap, in the latter of which 
we have the root of cra^aud (a toad) and a form of 
precisely equal value, namely, crab. And as we have 
seen the clav of clavus under the form of crav in Portu- 
guese, it follows, since b and V are the same, that crab 
18 also equal to crav, and consequently to the clav 
of clavus. And here we light accidentally upon the 
word crave, of which the primary sense has been hitherto 
nnknown. As it is traceable to the hand as its source, 
We see that it must have the meaning of holding out 
the hand in supplication, as a beggar does. Hence it is 
nsed in the sense of supplicating earnestly. ^^ I crave 
your pardon " and " I beg your pardon,^^ are therefore 
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synonymous. Jhis etymology is confirmed by dektc 
the Greek of beggar, and of which the root, dek, 
also the root of deka, ten. But as 6 is equal to 0, and 
O has 1 understood, giving, by its joining with 0, d, 
follows that the beg of beggar and the dek of deka a 
equal to bag and dak, of which the former means a bag- 
a thing which holds , an idea called after the hand ; ai 
the latter is the root of daktulos, Greek of finger, i 
idea also called after the hand. In dah we see also tl 
dag of dagger y an arm for striking with, and consequent 
named from the hand, and which is confirmed hypoigna\ 
2ltlSl poignee in French, as the former means a dagger ai 
the latter a handle and handful. In this dak we see al 
the tag of tago, elder form of the tang of tango ^ to touc 
In tickUy touch, and take, we have also ideas called aft 
the hand, and but different forms of the dak of daktul 
and the dek of deka, with others too many to mentic 
here. 

I nearly forgot to account for our word nail. If v 
drop the g of its German form, nagel, we obtain na< 
which, as one combination of vowels is equal to anothe 
cannot differ from nail. Hence, the word nail wi 
obtained by pronouncing the German nagel or its Saxc 
form, nsegel, without allowing the g to be heard. 1 
nail we have also, as in the words above noticed, tl 
name of a creeping animal, as we may see by writing 
with an S, producing snail ; for this S is no part oft! 
word snail, any more than it is of sneeze, which is fc 
nooze j that is, nose. This is confirmed by the Saxon c 
sneeze being niesan, and not sniesan. There is 
tendency thus to pronounce an S before several consc 
nants, as we shall see as we go on. 

Nor is the ong of ongle (a nail of the hand) more equa 
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to tlie ang oianguis in Latin^ which has the same mean- 
ing, than it is to the nag of its German form^ nagel ; 
for, as the latter cannot differ from nogle, this becomes, 
by the EL passing over the 0, (mgle. The ang of anguis, 
a serpent, is still the same as the nag of nagel and the 
ang of ongle. And in the nag of nagel, what do we see 
but another form of nak, as g and k do constantly inter- 
change ? And as the n, as shown above, often takes S 
before it, what is this nak but mak ; that is, snake , but 
of which the radical part is nak ? And what is snake, 
but another word for serpent ? By which we see that 
the same idea may be expressed very differently. But 
what is the word for serpent in Hebrew ? It is, accord- 
ing to Dr, Adam Clarke, who was, as every one knows, 
a great Hebrew scholar, Nachash ; which cannot, as ch 
is equal to k, differ from nak^^ ; that is, as S may be, 
and often is, expressed before EL, as already shown, 
snakash. By which it is shown that this word snakash 
18 the same as the English word snake. But German 
philologists say that there is no relationship whatever 
between English and Hebrew. And if this be true, of 
which I have my doubts, it proves still more forcibly 
that all languages have grown out of one single sign, 
there being a great many words in Hebrew radically the 
same as in English. 

By these different forms of the word, we have seen 
now things the most insignificant may be traced up to 
the name of the sun. Thus, a nail, from its belonging to 
ftehand, has thence taken its name; and as it is with 
the hand that things are made, this member has been 
thence called a maker, just as the sun has been called the 
^er of the world. Hence, so insignificant a thing as 
the nail of a man^s finger does not differ from a name 
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of the sun^ though not called after it. And a snail 
still the same word, not from having been called aflt 
the hand, but from its creeping like things (such as 
crab) which may be said to have claws or hands. Tb 
accounts for things the most trivial having been wo: 
shipped as gods; which arose from its being perceived titu 
they had names similar to one or more of those by whic 
the sun was designated, though they were never calle 
after this object, but after something, such as the han< 
which happened to have a name not diflferent from th^ 
of the sun. We need not, therefore, wonder at the s^:3 
pent having been worshipped all over the world loo 
previous, not only to the birth of Christ, but even to tl 
birth of Moses. It has never until now been suppose 
that it was the identity in meaning of the two nam^ 
serpent and maker, that first led to so gross a supers 
stition. Hence Calmet, in his '^ Dictionary of the Hoi 
Bible,'^ explains thus the cause of this ancient and unf 
versal worship : '^ The worship of the serpent is observe- 
through all Pagan antiquity. The devil, who tempter 
the first woman under the shape of a serpent, takes s 
pleasure to deify this animal, as a trophy of his victorj 
over mankind.^^ 

If this be true, and no good Christian can for a momeni 
doubt its being so, it follows that the devil cannot be 
sufferiug so much as we are told ; for there is not one ol 
us who could or would, if rolling in a lake of fire, think 
of any thing but our own cruel suflerings. I once knew 
a husband and wife who, in Paris, during the revolution 
of 1830, suflered dreadfully from an explosiou of gun- 
powder. The wife was saved, but not so the husband. 
The poor woman confessed to me, on asking her how she 
felt for her husband at the time her own torture was so 
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excrudating, that she could not think of any thing else 
ttanher torture^ not even of her hnsband^s sufferings^ 
though she loved him deariy. Yet what were her suf- 
ferings compared to those which the devil is, we are 
^2inght to believe, ever enduring ? 

But the true cause of the serpent's having been wor- 
shipped through all Pag^an antiquity is this : From its 
being an animal that creeps, it was called after claws or 
hands, though having neither ; and as it is with our 
hands that we mahe^ this member was consequently 
<^alled a maker ; so that the serpent's name and that of 
the hand were the same. And as the sun also was be- 
Kcved to be the great maker or creator of the world, the 
®«ipent was also, thanks to its name, revered as such. 
^Titthis superstition could not have begun to prevail 
^"hen the serpent was first named, but long after. And 
^"hy so ? Because when any thing was first named, the 
leaning of the word by which it was then designated was 
ell known, and it could not for this reason be then the 
^^use of superstition. But when the origin of the name 
^^as after a time forgotten, and when it was found not to 
^iffer from one of the many titles of the sun, that which 
^^ then served to signify, whether man, beast, or inani- 
^^^^te object, received divine honours, the belief then being 
^liat it must, on account of its name, have once been the 

But why was the serpent believed to be the wisest of 
^11 animals ? Because its name happened to be, under 
^^e of its forms, significant of wisdom. 

Thus, ophisy a name of the serpent in Greek, cannot, 

^hen we make its take the rough instead of the soft 

Wthing, differ from hophis, which, as the aspirate is 

constantly replaced by S, is equal to sophis^ that is^ 

K Z 
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sophoSy and this is the Greek of wise. The serpent could 
not therefore fail, on account of its name, being thought 
very wise, though it is not half so wise as the fox, per- 
haps not even so much so as the ass. 

Thus, whatever crawls or creeps, even though having 
neither claws nor hands, will be found to have a name 
traceable to that of the sun ; and, however stupid it may 
be by nature, the word by which it is designated may be 
also found to be significant of wisdom. But worm, I 
shall be told, has no such meaning in either Greek, Latin, 
or English. But this is no proof that it has not had 
such a meaning, and that the word then used has not 
been replaced by one of the titles of the sun, whose 
name, when he is called Buddha, is allowed by the 
learned to mean wisdom. It is languages in a very 
primitive state, or which died out when they were so, 
that should be examined in order to see how far this 
opinion of mine may be true. In the Hebrew language, 
for instance, in which, from its having died, as it were, in 
its infancy, the word for worm (orm) is, with other mean- 
ings, explained " wise, prudent, ready-witted '.^^ 

And as to this Hebrew word orm, it is easy to perceive 
when we make its take the aspirate, and then call to 
mind that this sign has been often replaced by the 
digamma (f) and the digamma by such other signs as 
h,fy V, W,py and frequently by S, it follows that when 
we take of those signs the one most suitable, we shall, 
instead of orm, obtain worm ; which is the same as the 
German wurm, and not different from the radical part of 
vermis in Latin. 

Th^ root of such words as vermis , worm, or wurm, can- 
not differ from such a form as har, nor bar from hra, 
) 

7 Parkhnrst, Lexicon, p. 507. 
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which means in Hebrew to create ; and the sun was 
believed to be the creator or maker of all things. The 
root of har is ar, which, as T takes often an EL after it 
(witness tour and turrC) is the same as am, arm, or orm, 
which, with the aspirate, makes worm. 

But how are we to account for the English word ^^^or 
its German form aal7 They make but one and the same 
word, and each means a kind of serpent ; and by merely 
dropping a single vowel of each name we obtain both el 
and alj which were, according to Parkhurst, two well- 
known names of the sun with the heathen, and also, as 
shown farther back, with the ancient Jews, as names of ' 
the Deity. And when we remark that the nasal sound 
has been represented not only by n but by ng, al^ the 
reduced form of the German aal, will be found equal to 
angly and consequently, by means of the aspirate and its 
being replaced by the digamma, to fangl, in which we 
see the woxA fang, though the eel has none. 

These words suggest too many other observations to 
be noticed here. 



CHAPTER XX. 

HAND, SECOND NOTICE. 

SuT the ideas named after the hand are still so nume- 
rous and so very dissimilar, that a few more of them 
should be submitted to the reader's notice. 

In son we see a form not different from soin, which is 
the French of care, and this idea has been called after 
the handy since it is by its use we take care of whatever 
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we wish to be careful of. As U may be represented 
gn, it follows that soin (care) is equal to aoign, and il 
is confirmed by soigner being the verbal form of soi 
But this 8oign cannot differ from the sogn of heBogne, ar 
besogne means work, and work has been called after tl 
hand, since it is with our hands that we work. If ^ 
now give to this sogne of hesogne its other form of son 
we shall, instead of besogne, have besom, which mean 
want ; and this idea was, it would seem, first signified b 
extending the hand. If we do therefore regard the W ( 
want as representing the aspirate A, there will be n 
difference between want and hant, that is, between wa'^ 
and hand. But as many persons must have dropped tl 
h of hand, it must have been reduced to and, which I 
transposition becomes nad, that is naed; and this beit 
the Saxon of need, we discover in hand, want, and ne^ 
three different forms of the same word. 

A word very different in form from any of these, b 
similar in meaning, is the Greek word dekter, deht 
or dektOr, which means a beggar, a mendicant. But t^ 
radical sense is the hand, the latter idea being in tl 
instance signified by dek, root of deka, meaning the tt 
fingers. Another word equal in form to dektes, dektd 
or dektor, is deikter or deiktes; but how different tl 
meaning, since it signifies one who indicates, and n. 
one who begs. But the original source is still the ban 
The French word mendiant (a beggar), and its Latin for 
mendicus, and the French mander to show with the han. 
are also radically the same as manus. Nor has the beg 
beggar a different origin, for it is equal to the form b(t 
and a bag is that which holds or contains ; and to hold < 
contain has been called after the ha^id. In bag we ha^ 
also but a different form of mag that is, mak, or mak^ 
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^d this idea also has been called after the hand^ as every- 
one must, from what has been already shown, admit. 
In order to see how hag is the same as magy the 
reader has only to recollect what he has seen farther 
ly namely, that hrine and hride are for marine and 
?, this arising from the interchange of B and M, 
as hroto%y and mortos in Greek ; and to which we may 
add, as an etymology hitherto unknown, the Latin words 
Unn and manus; for as the 1 of binns is for 01 or €L, we 
see that binv^ is the same as hanus, and consequently as 
^»w*, after which the idea double was in thu instance 
called. I say, in this instance, for the idea two^ as already 
shown, must have been first signified by a repetition of 
the idea one^ and two and double are radically the same. 
If the reader cannot easily conceive how the i of the 
latter words is equal to oi or a, he may be convinced 
%t it is so by comparing bind and bandy in which it is 
^y to perceive the same word, a band being that which 
^iid%. But in this instance the B should not be consi- 
dered as replacing the m of manus, but as being for the 
n of hoind (hand) which became boindy and then, by the 
dropping of the Oybind, and afterwards, by the coalescing 
^fOand iy band. 

This much will serve to guide the reader to many other 
etymologies. Thus the word bag (noticed above) being 
^ualto magy and this being the root of maggot (a worm) 
^e see that the thing so called must have been named 
after the idea creep ; and as in creeping we make use of 
our hands, just as we do when making any thing, we thus 
see how ideas so dissimilar as making and maggot can be 
tiraced to the same source. 

But as an instance of two words equal in form, yet 
traceable to very different sources, we may refei to 6ag ; 
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for though it cannot differ from hig^ neither of th< 
words can belong to the same class of ideas. When 
regard mag as the root of magnuSy we can connect 
with hig, these ideas^ greatness and bigness^ having 
first been expressed by the same word ; and yet they 
not belong to the class of ideas called after the hai 
but to the one called after the sun, then revered as i 
greatest of objects. Another instance of this kind 
afforded by caput and capio, for the former being tra< 
able to height, belongs to the ideas called after the st 
whereas the cap of capio (to seize) is referable to i 
hand, and it is not different from the hab oihaheOy lU 
being for the aspirate A, just as it is in comu, of whi 
the elder form must have been hornuy whence horn. 

Farther back I had occasion to show how the Pori 
guese word for nail (an idea belonging to the class call 
after the hand) is cravo ; but from the r appearing un( 
its form of 1, cravo becomes clavo in Spanish : in 1 
same way we can show creep to be equal to deep, a 
this is but a different form of clip, to cut — an idea call 
after two, or dividing y and consequently belonging to \ 
class called after the hand, though not in any other w 
related to the idea creep. Another form of both clip a 
creep is crop, to cut. 

If we now give the nasal sound to any of these lat 
forms, we shall obtain a word equal to climb. Witni 
grimper in French, and of which the etymology is cc 
firmed by what M. Littre admits under grimper y name 
that ^^On trouve griper pour grimper, et grim} 
pour gripper;" and that the high German for grimper 
klimban. But M. Littre does not seem to suspect tl 
every such idea is to be traced to the hand ; and still L 
does he seem to think that the root of all and each 
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these words is cheiTy the Greek oihand. And yet it 

is so. 

And because wanting this knowledge^ MM. Littre 
and Diez are both at a loss to account for the origin 
of gravir. This word is^ however, but another form 
of both gripper and grimper, M. Littre's definition of 
gravir is, like all his other definitions, very correct. 
It is as follows : ^^ Monter avec effort k quelque endroit 
escarpe en s^aidant des pieds et des mains" But he 
regards its derivation as uncertain, and, while rejecting, 
as he well might, the etymology given of it by Diez, he 
offers none of his own. These are his words : " Origine 
incertaine. Diez pense qu^il vient d'une forme gradirCy 
^ est Italienne, et qui derive du Latin graduSy pas, 
Sfd-ir, du gravir par ^intercalation d'un V, comme dans 
pooir de Fancienj0(9(?i>. Mais k cote de gravir est la 
forme de graver, qui ne se prfite pas bien k une telle 
explication.'^ 

The graver here referred to, is but another form of 
Sravier ; but though M. Littre is well aware that graver 
and its Greek equivalent grapho are radically the same 
word, yet the difference in meaning between writing and 
cKmbing is so considerable, that he could not conceive 
their being in any way traceable to the same source. 
Hence the necessity for these three classes, into which 
sfl words have, from the very birth of language, been 
^vided. Another instance of the advantage to be 
derived from this knowledge, is afforded by maggot and 
9^h having the same meaning. A child acquainted 
With the principles which have grown out of this dis- 
^very of the origin of language, must know that it 
arises from both these words having for their source the 
class of ideas belonging to the hand ; and. tha^ grub \s 
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not only equal to grab (to seize with the hand) but a 
to the grav of the French gravity to climb ; and the g-> 
of graver and its Greek equivalent, namely, the graph 
grapho ; not to mention several others, such as gri 
grip, grapple, cripple, griffe, and the scrih of scribo a 
scribble, and the 8criv of scrivener, in which latter for 
the S is merely euphonic, and the C for g. 

From C having thus the power of g, we see that cU 
(the name of a spice) cannot differ from ghve ; and t 
can be easily accounted for. Thus we know that cU 
is for clou, this spice having been so called from 
resemblance to a nail or clou ; and this idea being tra< 
able to the hand, as shown farther back, accounts for t 
identity in form of clove and glove, notwithstanding h< 
widely they differ from each other in meaning. A 
the word glaive (a sword) is also to be traced to 1 
same source, because the name of that which cuts, a 
consequently divides — an idea called after two, or 1 
hand. Hence, in the find of the Latin finder e and 1 
fend of the French fendre (each meaning to cleave) it 
easy to perceive a form equal to hand, the I of each wc 
being a substitute for the aspirate (h), and which 
made evident by the Spanish of findere being hend 
Here too we discover the origin of the idea \<yfind; 
what WQfind we have in hand. And as it is by our hat 
we defend ourselves, there can be no doubt but the id< 
expressed by such words as hindering, defending, defen 
fender, 2jA fence are also to be traced to the same sour 

And this knowledge must lead to many otl 
etymologies of which I have myself no idea. Let 
only remark that, according to my principles, th( 
being no difference between rep and r«^,'the ideas ( 
pressed by repo (to creep), and rapio (to carry off) mi 
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belong to the same class of ideas ; and as we make use 
of our hands in creejaing and also in carrying' off, this 
will account for words so different in meaning as repo 
and rapio (creeping and carrying off) being equal (in 
form) to each other. 

And as the English word rajp means a blow, and as it 
is with the hand that a blow is usually given, this 
accounts for two ideas so different as carrying off and 
giving a blow being expressed alike and being traceable 
to the same source. We are hence led to suspect that in 
the frap of the French word frapper, rap must be the 
root. But how are we to account for the f oifrap? In 
the same way we have accounted for i\\Q f oi findere in 
Latin and its French form fendre ; that is to say, we are 
to consider it as representing the aspirate ll, according 
to which view frap must have been once written rJiap, 
s-nd then, by transposition, hrapy which, from the constant 
iiiterchange of ll and f, became^/r«j». This is confirmed 
by Webster, from whom I learn that the Saxon of the 
"^erb to rapy is hrepan, hreppan, and repan. The English 
'^erb to rip is also written in Saxon with an h, witness 
^'^paUy but it is also written in this language without 
the a ; and as it means to divide by cutting or tearing, 
^nd hence to make two of one, this shows it to belong to 
the class of ideas napaed after the hand. 

But we should not leave unnoticed our etymology of 

'JfO'PpeTy as Frenchmen are not aware that such an idea is 

to be referred to the hand for its primary sense. Here 

^8 all M. Littre says of its origin : '* Bourguign. fraipai ; 

^^o\en^, Jrapar; smcCsLL/rappar; Ital. /rappare;d'8L^TeQ 

^rangagnage, du Hollandais^ajojo^^, souffleter; Aug. to 

*fl^^, battre de Paile. Diez, qui donne aussi de ^attention 

i cette etymologic, incline pourtant vers \^ IdlSlm^) K5k\fe- 
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maud, hrappa, insulter, attribuant k frapper le \ 
primitif d^injurier, sur ce fondement que, dans le pa 
Anglais, frape a le sens de dire des injures, et que le 
n^y pent venir que du Frangais. Malgre cette auto 
P^tymologie par fiappen parait meriter la prefere 
Du reste, nous n^avons, dans Phistorique, d^exemples 
du XlVieme siecle/^ 

The above notice oifrapper suggests several obse 
tions ; but as they might lead to others, I must 
them by. I cannot, however, help giving ano 
instance of the advantage to be derived from knov 
that words of very different meanings, but simila 
even alike, in form, can be traced to the same source 

Let us notice plough, but under the better and i 
intelligible form of plow. We know from the idei 
and constant interchange of p and 6, that plow ca: 
differ from blow. But why should this be ? Becai 
plow is an instrument that cuts (the ground) ; and a 
and a cut have been expressed alike. Thus the Fr 
word coup means not only a blow, but also a cut, wii 
coup and the verb couper. Hence in plowsharcy we '. 
a repetition of the same idea, and which has 
occasioned for the purpose of distinguishing sha7 
division, from its signifying that which cuts the gro 
The French word charrue (a plow) is but a different ] 
of our word share. But Frenchmen are so far : 
supposing this to be the derivation of charrue, that 1 
etymology of it is a car with a wheel. Thus, M. L 
after giving the different forms under which this ^ 
appears in several languages and their dialects, concl 
thus : " Du Latin curruca, voiture, dont le nom gei 
a passe specialement ^ la machine ^ roue dite char: 
But M. Littre must know that a plow with a wh( 
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it, is a modem invention. Most likely his grandfather 
never saw such a plow; I am pretty sure that mine 
never did. This derivation of charrue is^ however^ very 
plausible ; for char means a car, and rue may very well 
pass for roue, a wheel. But char or car means to carry, 
as is shown by charrier ; and char is but a different form 
of cheiry the Greek of hand, to which source the two 
ideas to cut and to carry must be traced. Frenchmen 
have, however, this very word charrue in the sense of 
tearing or dividing ; but they cannot perceive it. I 
must therefore take the liberty of showing it to them. 
It is the chirure of dechirure. In the chir of this word 
We see choir, the being understood with its I, and as 
and % compose d, choir is equal to char. And as to the 
'^Te of chxTure, it is letter for letter the rue of chabrrue, 
and from this we may infer that charrue must have once 
Wn written charure or chirure, between which forms 
there is not a shade of difference. In the chir of 
chirure it is easy also to perceive the chir of chirurgie, 
that is, in Greek, cheirourgia, and, as M. Littre shows, 
ci«> and ergony in which we see the two words hand 
^^'worh. Nor should we here omit to observe that in 
the erg of ergon we have but a different form of cheir^ 
the idea expressed by work having been called after the 
hand. The 6 of the erg of ergon must have therefore 
heen aspirated by some people, and from its having 
first been herg, have afterwards become ferg, and then 
^^^, verhy vorky and work, 

I may now be asked, What difference is there (radically 
Considered) between charrue and car ? I answer. None 
whatever ; and yet a plow was never named after a car, 
^or a car after a plow. The cause of their identity arises 
from this, that the two ideas (carrying and c\ittm^\ 
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belong to the same source; I mean to the class of id^ai 
called after the hand. 

What now may be the consequence of this identii>3^i 
The consequence may be, that the words for car ^Lrwai 
plow may in two different languages be expressed alilke 
This may happen even in the same language, as w 
shown by the following, which I transcribe from vol- i. 
of M. Max Miiller's Lectures, p. 288 : '' In the vale oi 
Blackmore a wagon is called plough, or plow ; and s^^l 
(Anglo-Saxon syl) is used for arai/rum" — Banx^s 
Dorset Dialect, p. 369. 

Let us now observe that wagon is for wayoHy so tl»^^ 
its primary sense is conveyance ; but it is often expres^^ 
by the word cart ; and the Greek karrhon means, acco^:^* 
ing to Donnegan, either a wagon or a car. It va%^^ 
have, therefore, been from the word plow being refer&l^" 
to the hand, that with some people it means to cut a^^ 
with others to carry, these two ideas, cutting and carryi^^ 
being traceable to the same source. 

From the note just quoted, we see that zull is usedf^^ 
aratrum in Dorsetshire. But zull is, says M. MT^^ 
Miiller, syl in Anglo-Saxon ; but the form which Boswor^*^ 
prefers to syl is 8ul; and as ^ is for oi (witness crux aS^^ 
croix, nux and noix) it follows that sul is equal to s(?'^^t 
which is often used for ground, land, or earth. I fiJ^^ 
also in Gaelic that ar is explained " ploughing, tilla^*^ 
agriculture/^ and as a verb, "to plough, till, cvl't^' 
vate '/' and as an obsolete word, " land, eartA/^ Thus '^^ 
see that the Saxon word ml (aratrum) is equal to sai^* 
though meaning a plow, and that this happens also ^-^ 
Gaelic. This would make it appear that the eartk W^ 
called after a plow or a plow after the earth. Neitl^*' 
derivation would, however, be correct. Men must h^'^^ 
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1 a word for the ea/rth long previous to their having 
lone for the plough. Such an instrument is a modern 
ention, when compared with the time when men lived 
the chase, and on the wild fruits of the wood. But 
3rding to M. Max Miiller *, the earth " meant origi- 
7 the ploughed land, afterwards earth in general.^' 
5 cannot have been, for the reason just given. But 
us hear what Parkhurst says of the word earth: 
K arOy Chaldee loWy inferior. This word is used in 
same sense in the Targums*. As a noun, the earth 
Jek "Epa), either on account of its inferior situation, 
rem Heb. ^^IK arjy the same y being, as usual, 
ged into \ ^, \^nK arj. It occurs, not as a verb, but as 
an feminine ^^IN, the earth, the dry land, so called 
ccount of its readily breaking to pieces \'^ 
ere we see it admitted that earth means low ; but 
hurst mistakes when he supposes that it may have 
Ined its name from ^^ its readily breaking or crum- 
f to pieces;'^ lowness is the only meaning it can at 
have had. But from the words signifying cutting 
eaking not differing from the one serving as a name 
ihe earth, the latter has been thence derived by 
lologists. Ar, or a form of equal value, must have 
the first word for earth ; but when the d of this 
obtained its aspirate, and so became har, the h must, 
der to suit the sound it sometimes obtained, have 
ne chy which brought ar equal to char ; and char 
it a different form of the Greek cheir (hand), whence 
ideas of breaUngj cutting ^ tearing ^ or ploughing ^ but 
ih have no relationship with the idea earth. No 
1 appears more likely to lead to the belief that the 

jeiicon, vol. i.p. 285. • See Castell. Lex. Heptag. 

1 Lex. p. 33. Ed. 1788. 
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earth must have been named after the plough tl 
the now obsolete English verb to ear, which means 
plough. But with the aspirate, ear becomes hear, 2 
consequently, from the h being replaced, as it often 
by S, and S by sh, hear is brought equal to shear, whi 
means to cut, and does not differ from share, shire, 
the char of charrue, or the chir oichirure, radical ps 
of dechirure. And if we allow this old verb ear to 
preceded by such a pronominal article as id, it, the, 
to (for these four are all one and the same), and thi 
some such form to join with it, ear will become tear, 
which we see the meaning we have assigned to charn 
But when the pronominal article preceding ear fell b 
hind, then ear became eard, eart, or earth. But if tl 
article preceding ear happened to be is, which has st 
the same meaning as each of the four just mentione 
then ear became, when this is fell behind, earis, co: 
tracted to ears, and afterwards to ars, whence art, fro 
arte, ablative of ars. The idea art must have therefo 
been named after the hand; and the tech of the Gre< 
techne (art) confirms this derivation, for it is equal 
tak or take, and also to the dech of dechoxnsii, to tai 
as well as to the dek of deka (ten), whence deko, 
seize, to grasp. If we aspirate the O, of art, we obta 
hart, and here, by the common substitution of r for 
we get hant, which is the same as hand. But as hart 
also equal to hard, it follows that hand may have te 
often so written. This view is confirmed by hard 
having the meaning of hand by ; that is, at hand, n 
distant. It is also confirmed by the/br^ oi fardea 
which cannot differ from hard ; 2LnAfar (root oifardea 
is ihefer oifero, to carry, to bear ; an idea called afl 
the hand. In this word hard we have also the FreB 
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which means clothes, either old or new. This 
word, ha/rdesy serves to show how necessary it is to know 
to what class an idea must belong. Little do French 
pliilologists suspect that, radically considered, hardes does 
not differ from cheify and that it is but a different form 
of the English words bear and wear. Several instances 
are, however, given by M. Littre, showing that hardes 
most be the same as fardes, and that the latter means 
clothing. This is clearly shown, both under the articles 
hrdes wcAfardes. But the conclusion come to is, "origine 
incertaine/^ There could have been no uncertainty, 
however, if it had been known that such an idea is 
traceable for its origin to the hand, and that ixQvafardeau 
meaning what is borne, so does it mean what is worn, 
and consequently wearing apparel. 

Even hard (durus) must be referred to the hand ; for it 
18 with this member that we make^r/», and consequently 
hrden. Hence durus is explained by j^rw«^*. But rndis, 
though it is the same word, has not been called after the 
Wd, but after durus. In the rud oirudis it is, however, 
easy to perceive a form equal to hard, and hence to hand, 
for md cannot, as the r may fall behind its U, differ from 
'^d, which is the same as ard, and (with the aspirate) as 
hrd. 

Form, which is an idea very different from any of these, 
must also be traced to the hand, for it is with the hand 
we give to things \hQ\T forms ; and this is confirmed by 
the Latin formosus, since it may be rendered into Eng- 
lish by handmm&. It is also confirmed by the Greek 
charieisj of which the root char is the same as cheir, the 
*^nd, and of which the meaning is also handsome. 

The idea abundance may be also traced to the hand. 
Hence, much inEngUsh and mucho in Spanish cannot differ 

1. 
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from mach, nor mach from make. But we are not to sup- 
pose that these ideas [abundance and making) are otherwise 
related than by their belonging to the same source. The 
radical identity of many and manus is also very apparent; 
aud hence it is that mant^ in Latin is synonymous with 
grexy and grex and the Greek of hand {cheir) are radically 
the same word. And as grex means a troupe y troupeaUfOt 
large number^ hence the French word trop, and of which 
the turb of turba (a multitude) is but a different form; 
and when we regard the rqp of trop as its radical part, it is 
easy to perceive, since its is for 01, and 01 for d, that it 
cannot differ from the rap of rapio; nor can the url of 
the turb of turba differ from either rub or rob, ideas which 
have been also called after the hand, but, like the rap of 
rapiOy are not otherwise Tehbtei to trqp or turba. And as 
prex is used in the sense of Aerd (of cattle) we thus discover 
that Herd is for kandy and nowise different from the hf^ 
of kard by, that is, hand by, at hand ; nor from the 
French word kardes, an idea traceable also to the hand, as 
shown above. 

As some words can be easily traced to the hand, such 
as grapko in Greek and scribo in Latin, of which the 
radical parts are equal to such forms as ffrap, gripe, cr^) 
rob, rap, &c., they will lead to the etymology of others 
equal in meaning but so different in form as not appear- 
ing to be traceable to the same source. Thus, to wriU) 
which is the English of grapho and scribo, bears under 
its present form no resemblance to a word for the hand; 
but from our knowing that such must be its origin*) 
we are at once led to its etymology. Thus, when we tak^ 
the W of write as representing the aspirate u, we see tba* 
write cannot differ from krite ; and as this aspirate w^ 
according to the different ways of pronouncing it, sotO^ 
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les accompanied by C, and sometimes by ^, it became ch 
i some people (as with the Latins and Italians), and 
h others (as with the Saxons) n/W^ now represented by 
, m^ and 'wh. These signs are therefore equal to each 
3r, and also to (^, In qui, cAi, and wAo, we have 
efore only one and the same word imder these three 
srent forms. Hence, the quait of quando is equal 
i^keriy and quoi is equal to the wAa of wAat, And as 
proves qu and wh to be as one sign, it follows, 
3 (jpi cannot differ from ch (witness qui and cAi), that 
e or (as it might have been represented) wArite is 
valent to cArite, in the eAr of which it is easy to per- 
j the Greek of hand, cAeir, vowels being understood 
^een consonants. And in cAeir we see a form precisely 
1 to the cAar of cAaracter, which means an alphabetical 
. Hence, the Greek word 'xapdfCTf]^ is thus ex- 
led by Donnegan, ^^one who traces characters, a 
T, a copyist.'^ 

aother word, which it would be difficult to trace 
s real source,* is our word rend. But as to rend 
IS to tear^ and as we have already traced this 
to the hand, we at once see that rend must be for 
nd, that is, to double Aand, to make two of 
thing, to divide it, and consequently to tear it. 
to say that to rend is rendan in Saxon, is not to 
18 any thing worth knowilig, as I am not now a whit 
' respecting the primary sense of either word than 
5 before. 
I an instance of this kind of imperfect acquaint- 

with the origin of words, I wish here to notice 
etymology of cojpy, I learn from Webster that 

aoj^ie in French and cojpy in Armoric. I go to 
ison, and find the following : ^^ copie, French ; copia^ 

L 2 
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low Latin. Q;uod cuipiam facta eat ccpia exscribendt, 
Junias inclines^ after his manner^ to derive it from tdnro^) 
labour; because^ says he, to copy another's writing is 
very painful and laborious/' 

I now go to De Roquefort, who derives copie from the 
Latin copia, abundance. Not satisfied with any of thesCj 
I consult M. Littre, from whom I transcribe the follow- 
ing derivation of copie : " Saintonge, coupie ; Provenf 
copia, du Latin copia, abondance, permission, d^ou It 
sens restreint de permission de reproduire, de copie, con- 
tracte de cum et ops, richesse (voyez opulent) .'' 

As I cannot perceive the least relationship betweei 
two such ideas as a transcript and abundance or opu 
lence, I am obliged to refer to one of the principles c 
my. own discovery, namely, that O has always 1 undei 
stood, and that O and 1 make d, which will give me ea 
for the cop of copy or coj)ie ; and in cap I find the root ( 
capio, which means to take, seize, &c., an idea called afh 
the hand, and to copy any thing is to take it off. It i 
moreover, easy to conceive that as a copy is a transcrif 
and as a transcript is a writing, and as to write, as show 
above, has been named after the hand, so must the id* 
of copying be traceable to the same source. Hence, 
copy is in Greek fjL€Tcvypd<f>a>, which corresponds with i 
Latin form transcribe. The Greek 'xapaKtrrji; means al 
one who copies or traces characters, and consequenilj 
writer. 

As to copia, it cannot differ from copy or copie, a 
hence, as M. Littr^ shows, copie is in Provengal writt 
copia, which circumstance has been, most probably, 1 
cause of his supposing that copie means abundance. £ 
to what class of ideas does copia, abundance, beloni 
To those of the hand, most certainly ; and hence mat 
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IS often taken in the sense otcopia. It is, therefore, a 
great mistake, and one which I iBnd in several Latin 
dictionaries as well as in M. Littr^ (under cqpie), to 
suppose that copia is composed of cum and ops. Even 
their word beaucoup might show Frenchmen that abun- 
dance should be traced to the hand ; for as the coup of 
this word means a blow^ its origin cannot be doubted. 
As to the beau here used, it does but heighten the signi- 
fication of coup, Beaucoup may be therefore said to 
mean literally a ^reat deal, coup and the cop of copia 
being the same word. The English word deal confirms 
the truth of these observations ; for it is frequently used 
in the sense of muchy as, a deal of money means, much 
money. A deal at cards may be also said to have the 
Kteral meaning of a giving at cards, and hence the French 
of this noun is une donne. And as a thing given means 
* gift, and as the Latin oigift is munus, this word cannot 
differ, save conventionally, from manua* These views 
are fiirther confirmed by the Italian word copia, which 
means in this language not only abundance but copy 
^0; and this was an additional reason for influencing 
M. Littre to derive copie from copia. But every philo- 
logist must now know why these two words are in Italian 
^tten alike. And it must be admitted, that but for 
the discovery that there is a class of ideas called after the 
hand, and of which a great many are expressed by names 
widely different in meaning ; never could the identity in 
form of two such words as copie and copia be accounted 
for. But whence came £his knowledge that there is 
such a division ? It has, like the other two divisions of 
ideas, grown out of the discovery of the origin of speech, 
without which it could never have been acquired. 
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CHAPTER XXI. 

RIVERS OF THE SUN. — ^WHY RIVERS STYLED RIVERS 
THE SUN^ HAVE BEEN SO CALLED. — ORIGIN OF TH 
SUPERSTITION TO WHICH THE NAME HAS GIVE 
BIRTH. 

Can the reader account for the English noun salt beini 
radically the same as the Latin verb saltOy which mean 
both to leap and to dance ? He will answer, that by tl 
use of our principles he can very easily do so. Thus, 1 
knows that to brine is, as we have shown, to put in brim 
that is, to mariner, as the French have it ; so that, froi 
the interchange of 6 and Tlfl, brine and marine make onl 
one word ; and brine is salt water, for marine, from whic 
it cannot differ, is radically the same as mare, Latin ( 
sea. And the sea, as we shall see, has been named aft 
water, and water afterlife, whence motion ; and such-tc 
is the primaiy signification of both leaping and dancin| 
these ideas not differing from each other in meaning, bi 
conventionally. Hence, sal in Latin means both id 
and sea water, and it is the radical part of salt, as it 
also of a\9 in Greek, which has still the same meaninj 
Thus, from salt having been called after the sea, and tl 
sea after water, and water after life or motion, it follow 
since to leap and to dance do each imply motion, tb 
any word meaning salt may also mean to leap or 
dance. But it may be remarked that danse in Freu 
and dance in English, do not in any way appear sign; 
cant ct water. But this is a great mistake. There 
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perhaps no word in the world more significant of water 
than dance. But how so ? Because no word is more fre- 
quently used in the sense of river — which has been called 
after water — ^than don; and that this is the same as dauy 
is not only proved by our principles (O being the same as 
01, and O and 1 being the parts composing O), but it is 
also proved by the fact itself, as is shown by the Danube 
being in German written Donau ; that is, Don eau, or 
water of the Don, or Dan. Nor is the uhe of Danube less 
significant of water than the dU of the German Donau, 
theft being here what the d is in the Greek ud, which is 
the root of udor ; that is, with the aspirate, hudor^ water. 
To this let us add, that in Sanskrit — of which Greek 
and Latin are regarded by the learned as no better than 
dialects — ^the signs ^^d and r are a^ef^^y*,^^ according to 
Colonel Tod', " permutable j ^' so that such words as dan, 
Am, or dun cannot, especially when of Sanskrit origin, 
diffet from ran^ ton, or run, each of which forms is as 
significant of motion as rheo in Greek, which means to 
flow, and is radically the same as the names Rhine and 
^^one. There are, as the author of the Anacalypsis 
observes, many rivers in different parts of the world 
known by the name of Bon, And as Bon means also 
Lord, and as it was a name of the sun, this were suf- 
ficient to accoimt for rivers having obtained divine wor- 
ship, and also for the sacredness of water, after which 
^^ idea river was called. But learned men — having 
no suspicion that this superstitious belief arose from 
^ater being, as already shown, traceable to the sun, then 
adored as the sole god of this world — have ever in vain 
^nght for the cause of a circumstance apparently so 
^traordinary, as that many rivers and the sun should 

« Col. Tod, Hist Ba^, vol. i. p. 51, note. 
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be designated alike. "When I find/' says Godfrey Hig- 
gins' "widely separated countries, towns, and rivers 
called by the same names, I cannot consent to attribute bo 
striking a coincidence to the effect of accident or of uncon- 
nected causes. I feel myself obliged to believe that some 
common cause must have operated to produce a common 
effect. I find rivers by the name of Don in many 
different countries, and under very peculiar circumstances* 
Almost all great rivers have been called rivers of thestin* 
May not the origin of this be found in the abstruse oott* 
sideration, that they appear to be directly the product 
of the sun ; and may they not originally have been tb^ 
called as a sacred name ? '' " In almost all countries ^^ 
find sacred rivers. The priests of all coimtries wished ^ 
have the river which ran through their territory sacred » 
from this it is that we find so many rivers dedicated '^ 
the sun, and called in the different languages by a nat*^^ 
answering to the word sun*.'' 

In the same writer (vol. ii. p. 98) I find also t^^® 
following : " Tertullian, Jerome, and other Fathers of t^^® 
Church, inform us that the Gentiles celebrated on t^^® 
25th of December, or on the 8th day before the ealen ^^ 
of January, the birth of the god Sol, under the name ^^ 
Adonis, in a cave like that of Mithra; and the ca"""^® 
wherein they celebrated his mysteries was that in whi^^*^ 
Christ was bom in the city of Bethlehem, or, acco: 
to the strict meaning of the word Bethlehem, in the ci 
of the house of the sun." 

And referring in a note to the name Adonis^ his^'^ 
mentioned, the writer adds : " And from this word, ^^'^ 
the rivers called Don have derived their names/' B*^"* 
this happens to be a great mistake. Never was a riv9 

^ Anacaljrpsis, toI. i.p. 532. < Ibid. p. 529. 



Origin of Langtuige and Myths. 153 

when first named^ called after the sun, but after water, 

of which the name did not, because signifying life and 

motion, differ from that of the sun. And such was in 

ancient times the cause of the superstitious belief in the 

saeredness of water and of rivers. But when rivers were 

first named, they could not have given rise to superstition. 

And why so ? Because it was then well known that each 

of their names meant water, and nothing more. But 

when this veiy simple and natural meaning was, after a 

time — ^perhaps a very long time — so entirely forgotten 

that the word at first signifying water appeared, through 

the change which language had in the interval undergone, 

^0 more as an appellative, but as a proper name ; then 

^ust rivers, from their names and those of the sun 

heing found alike, have first begun to be regarded 

^ sacred — ^but not before. If we do therefore except 

^he innocent worship of the sun, there appears to have- 

*^en far less superstition in the world at the birth of 

^^Hguage than there has been at any time since. 

He who believes in the doctrine of ancient types, 
^^^nnot fail to have noticed what has been just quoted, 
^'Gspedting the idol Adonis. I open my Parkhurst, who 
^as, of all learned Christians, one of the most orthodox, 
^ix order to see how far so firm a believer in this doctrine 
approves of the instance I refer to. It appears that 
A^donis was called Tammuz also. To this, Parkhurst, 
deferring, says, '^ Jerome interprets Tammuz by Adonis, 
^^d observes that in Hebrew and Syriac he is called 
Tammuz.^' ^' But still, what was meant by Tammuz or 
Awdonis? Macrobius says, ^Adonis was undoubtedly 
tlie sun*, and many other writers are of the same 
opinion.^ ^^ And Parkhurst further observes, "I find 

• *' AdonJii gaoqne solem esse non dubitabitiir.'* 
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myself obliged to refer Tammuz^ as well as the Gr 
and Roman Hercules^ to that class of idols which \« 
originally designed to represent the promised Saviour , 
desire of all nations. His other name^ Adonis, is aim 
the very Hebrew OHN aduni, or Lord, a well-knc 
name of Christ'/^ 

Parkhurst refers, in a note, to another part of 
Lexicon', where he expresses the same opiB 
respecting Hercules, regarding his labours ''to h 
been originally designed as emblematic memorials 
what the real Son of God and Saviour of the world ^ 
to do and suflfer for our sakes : — 

Noamv OeX/crijpia iravra xofii^tov. 
Bringing a cure for all our ills" 

I should have remarked sooner, that in the rad 
part of aX9 (Greek of salt), that is, in hal, which, fi 
the aspirate becoming S, gives the sal of salt, we h 
also the radical part of salvus (safe), and which is 
same as save, and consequently as saver and savi' 
Now, as sol cannot differ from sal (salt), and as salt 
been always used for saving food, this too were suffic 
to suggest the superstitious belief that the sun shouh 
regarded as a saviour. 

It is scarce necessary to observe that the hal of 
(Greek of salt) cannot differ from heal in Englisl 
from hodan in Saxon ; and to heal is to cure, and to < 
fish or meat is to save it. The root of halig, Saxo 
holy, serves also to show that the sun must have 1 
named hal ; for it was at the time man revered hin 
God, that the idea holy was named after him. He 
the hoi of holy and sol make only one word. 

« Heb. Lex. p. 734 " Ibid. p. 469. 
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CHAPTER XXn. 

■^E NAME OP THE SUN CAN HAVE NO OEIGINAL. — ^AN 
INSTANCE OF THE ADVANTAGE OF THIS KNOWLEDGE. — 
WHAT M. MAX MtJLLER, GRIMM, AND OTHER PHILOLOGISTS 
THINK OP THE WORDS GOD AND GOOD. 

^ There is perhaps/^ writes Max Miiller, -" no etymology 
®o generally acquiesced in as that which derives God from 
9ocd,, In Danish, good is god, but the identity of sound 
t^etween the English god and the Danish god is merely 
^<icidental. The two words are distinct, and are kept 
distinct in every dialect of the Teutonic family. As in 
English we have God and good, we have in Anglo-Saxon 
G'^e?^ and god ; in Gothic, Guth and god; in Old High 
Grerman, Cot and c%ot ; in German, Gott and gut; in 
l^anish Gud 2ijAgod^ ; in Dutch, GoddLxAgoed, Though 
It is impossible to give a satisfactory etymology of either 
God or goody it is clear that two words which thus run 
parallel in all these dialects without ever meeting cannot 
t>e traced back to one central point. God was most likely 
^^ old heathen name of the Deity, and for such a name 
^he supposed etymological meaning of good would be far 

^0 modern, too abstract, too Christian ^^^ 

The mistakes in this passage would be unpardonable 

^* its author knew any thing of the origin of language. 

n .la this an oversight of the press ? The writer has just said that in 
J^'sli God and good are expressed alike. 
-J^ectures, 2nd Series, jpp, 28b, 2bQ, 
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We see that he does not find fault with the etymolo 
which derives God from good, but because such a mearXi- 
ing for the name of the Deity " would be far too modexm^ 
too abstract, too Christian/^ No, Sir; but it would l>^ 
too absurd : it would be taking the derivative for tlie 
original. But we should still be at a loss to know till© 
origin of the vjordi good ; whereas we are no way exu- 
barrassed when we take the name of the Deity for t>li^ 
original, and good for its derivative, nothing being moi^ 
natural than to suppose that the idea of goodness i^'^^ 
named after the author of all goodness. When M. IC^^ 
Miiller declares so positively as he does, that " it is i^^' 
joossihle to give a satisfactory etymology of either Gd o'^ 
goody " he is, it appears, supported in this opinion 
Grimm, whom all philologists (except one) look up to 
an infallible authority. This I learn from the followij*^^ 
passage : '^ The derivation of our English word Goi ^ 
doubtful; but I fear the beautiful belief, that it ^ 
deduced from good must be abandoned. Grimm ^ sho"^^^ 
that there is a grammatical diflPerence between the woir^^ 
in the Teutonic language signifying God and good^ -^ 
Of course there is a diifference, and which has been wise^ 
made, and for the sole purpose of distinguishing the 0: 
word from the other. But this diifference is sometim. 
so very slight as to mak^ no difierence at all. Witner 
God in Danish, which is in this tongue the name of t^^"^ 



Deity, and which means also good. Witness also Oc^ 
and god in Anglo-Saxon, of which the latter (meanii^- 
good) cannot be distinguished from the former but 
the accent over the O. 

Thus, by the application of our principles, and not 

* Deutsch. Myth. p. 12. 

^ Farrar, Origin of Langoage, p. 123. 
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*iiy particular acumen of our own, we have here clearly 
slxown the etymology of two very important words, which 
^c highest judges in philology have hitherto thought 
' impossible ,^^ 

That the idea of goodness must, as just shown, have 
ieen named after whatever was revered as the source of 
JJ goodness, I have now another very plain proof to sub- 
*xit to the reader. In NoeFs ^' Dictionnaire de la Fable^^ 
C find the following : " Le Dieu Bon etait le dieu des 
^xiveurs ; cequi le fait quelquefois confondre avec Bacchus. 
-X avait un temple qui conduisait de Thebes au mont 
Vlenale. Phumatus donne aussi ce titre ^ Priape, et 
t^autres k Jupiter/^ 

It is here stated that the heathen divinity named '^ le 
^on,^^ or the Good, was thought by some to be the same 
^ Jupiter. But why so ? Because Jupiter was anciently 
Worshipped as the supreme God ; that is, as goodness it- 
^If. But why should this divinity be confounded also with 
E^riapus ? Because the latter, though ridiculed by many, 
•Vas, according to Bryant, " looked upon by others as the 
►^ul of the world; the first principle, which brought all 
»Xiings into light and being ^ " Priapus was therefore, 
^^ the opinion of many of his worshippers, equal to, if not 
^T>ove, Jupiter himself. But why was le Bon thought to 
>€ by some of the heathens the same as Bacchus? Be- 
cause Bacchus was the god of wine, and in wine and the 
^0% of bonus we have the same word, as we may perceive 

hen we observe that the Greek of wine is oZz/09, but of 

hich the root oin cannot diiffer from hoin (some persons 

Viaving aspirated the O) nor hoin frojn /oin, boin, voin, or 

'iooin,, the aspirate preceding the oin of oinos having 

^u often replaced by / b, v, or w, so that oin became 

> See Howell's Compendiam, p. 351. 
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boin, and boin by the dropping of the 1 became b^^^* 
There must have therefore been a time when the bore^ 01 
bonus was bom, and which is its correct form, for "fche 
reason that O is equal to 01. Hence, from boin (-fcJi® 
elder form of bon) having not only the meaning of gcn^od 
but of wine also, the belief prevailed with many that -^uhe 
divinity named the Bon was the god of wine, and com^ se- 
quently the same as Bacchus. In Spanish the word ^^ 
wine is not only vino but bino also, which is the sam^^» ^s 
boino ; and boino is, by the dropping of the l^ not differ^^'^^ 
from bono. 

Judging from what we have already seen, the id 
wine and goodness are no way related, though they 
have often been expressed by the same word. This arl 
from wine having been called after drink, and 
after water, and water, as already shown, after lrr==^^' 
Hence the several ideas wine, drink, water, and life mi^^^"* 
be signified by the same word ; so that from one of th^^^^^ 
ideas, life, having been called after its supposed auth--^ — ^^y 
the sun, it might be expressed by a word not differi °& 
from one meaning God or goodness ; and so might wic:::^^^^^^ 
because but another word for drink, and hence for wai^-^^^ 
which was called after life, just as life was called af "^^^ 
the sun, which, when worshipped, was believed to "® 
the source of all goodness. M. Max Miiller says : ^' Gr^ ^ 
was most likely an old heathen name of the Deitj?^^* 
This is very true ; but the Deity was then the sun. 

In M. Max Miiller^s " Chips from a German Workshop'^-^^^ 
the ideas of God and^t?o^are again alluded to. It seei^^ds 
that Weleker, a great German scholar, is of opinion tl»^^ 
God and good have the same meaning. But this too ^ 
a mistake. Professor Weleker should say that good h^^ 
been called after God, and that its first meaning mxx^^ 
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"3.ve been godlike {gutig). Good is an adjective in the 
positive degree, having only some of the qualities of good- 
^^ss; it is even less than better and best, whereas the 
*^ord God takes in all the qualities — it is goodness itself; 
1 other words, it is a degree even above the superlative. 
^ Saxon, god with the accent over its O means good ; 
ithout the accent, it means God. There must have been 
'for the sake of distinction — a diflPerence in pronuncia- 
>ii between the two words. The following is the pas- 
S^e in which M. Max Miiller refers to Professor 
elcker : '^ We should sometimes like to ask a question, 

* instance, how Professor Welcker could prove that the 
irman word God has the same meaning as good. He 
otes Grimm^s ^ History of the German Language,^ 
571, in support of his assertion ; but we looked in vain 

• any passage where Grimm gives up his opinion, that 
e two words God and good run parallel in all the 
Jiitonic dialects, but never converge towards a common 
Lgin . 

Tes, Professor Welcker mistakes when he asserts that 
ere is no difference in meaning between God and good, 
lere is, as I have shown, a wide difference. Grimm's 
Lstake arises from his supposing that the name God 
ust have had for its original some other word, which 
5 and his admirer find ^^ impossible " to discover. So far 
ley are right. Such a discovery is impossible, but they 
now not why. I can, however, tell them how it happens, 
nd so can, I am sure, every intelligent reader who has 
studied this discovery of mine and its principles. The 
name God, which was at first only the O, was a name of 
the sun. 
ft must have become 06?, by the O ending with a 

* ** Chips from a German Workshop," vol. ii. p. 150. 
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dental sound; and then by the O of od having bee 
aspirated^ and the aspirate having been replaced bj | 
God was obtained *. Now, from the name of the su 
having been the origin of human speech, it follows ths 
it can have no original; and this undoubted feet were < 
itself sufficient to prove the truth of my discovery, i 
Max Miiller, however, derives the name of the sun— 3 
do other philologists — from a source which it cmiu 
have had. 

Thus, in the second volume of his Lectures (page 353 
he says : ^^ From roots meaning to shinCy to be hrigh 
names were formed for sun, moon, stars, the eyes of mai 
gold, silver, play, joy, happiness, love/^ Here are severs 
mistakes ; but for the present I wish to notice only h 
bold assertion that the sun took its name from roo' 
meaning to shine and to be bright. Then, after what, 
should like to know, was the idea to shine called ? Afe 
the sun, certainly, and not the sun after such an ide: 
M. Max Miiller tells us ^ that Moses was rightly strippe 
of his scientific knowledge ; but if Moses has made it 
sun come several days after light, does not M. MaxMiillc 
commit as great a fault in deriving the name of the su 
from the verb to shine ? But he is not the only onewh 
makes this gross mistake. Thus, Donnegan gives eXiy s 
the root of rjKio^y and his meaning of eXrj is thus given 
'^The heat of the sun — sunshine; daylight,^^ and t 
which he adds the following : " Etymon, this word is th 
theme of rjKLo^/' 

If this etymology had any truth in it, we should b^ 
lieve that which is impossible to believe, namely, tb£ 
the heat of the sun as well as sunshine and dayligt' 

^ " In some dialects G (F) is prefixed to words as a sign of aspiratioD* 
— Donnegan, « VoL i. p. 377. 
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must have preceded the existence of the sun itself* M. 
Eegnier, an eminent Greek scholar, gives also, in his 
excellent edition of ^' Le Jardin des Racines. Grecques" ekxj 
as the root of "HXto?. 

In Alexandre's Greek and French dictionary, which is 
aflowed to be the best that France has noW to boast of, 
the same blunder is repeated, even m its eleventh and 
last edition, as the following serves to show : " ^\^09, 
rapine ?\rj,'' 

And i\rj is thus rendered : " chaleur du soleil ; eclat 
dusoleilj h&le/' 

This addition ofMle increases the blunder considerably. 
Thus, as une figure haUe means a sun-burnt face , to derive 
the sun's name from such a source, is to make us believe 
that a man's face must have been reddened by the sun 
before the sun had yet appeared. But granting this, 
where or how, we beg to ask, was the word hdle itself 
obtained ? It is certainly but another name of the sun. 
But in order to show how this can be, let us first observe 
tbat hale should not have been written hasle^ as it ^me- 
times was, and which is indicated by its circumflex. But, 
according to the different forms given of it by M. Littre, 
^t has appeared oftener without the S than with it. 
S&ler has been even written herle. But both the T and 
the 8 are rejected by M. Littr^, who says : " Quant aux 
formes en 8 ou en V, elles s'expliquent par la tendance de 
lancienne langue k intercaler ces lettres parasites." Hdhy 
which is the substantive form of haler, should be there- 
fore written, as it often has been, hale and not h&le or 
basle. And if we now give to Helios its fuller form, it 
^\i^OTn.Q hallos ; for its G being equal to O, and this 
having, as usual, its I understood, and from and I 
taking a, kel becomes hal, and this is, no doubt, the 
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original of h&le, or, as it should be written, hale. The 
truth of this analysis is made evident by the fact that 
haliOB is, in the Doric dialect, for Helios. 

Now, as MU means, when referring to the face, *«»- 
burnt it cannot be a mistake to derive a word with this 
meaning from a name of the sun. But Diez, who is a 
great favourite with M. Littre, derives it from the Fle- 
mish word haely which means dry (sec); and he confirms, 
as he supposes, this derivation by showing an adjective 
[hasle) which is used by Rutebeuf in the sense of dry. 
But it should be remarked that the idea of dryness may 
be signified by a word not difiierent from one of the many 
names of the sim, which arises from every such idea 
being traceable to this source. But as a word meaning 
dry cannot be traced as directly to a name of the sun 
as one meaning sunburnt, we should consider h&le as 
having come direct from a name of the sun, and not 
£rom a word meaning dry, which idea must be traced 
indirectly to a name of the sun, as through some word 
signifying air, fire, or heat. But M. Littre, for whose 
opinion I have great respect, when referring to this 
derivation given by Diez, expresses himself thus in its 
favour : " H prouve que dans hdle est non pas le sens de 
soleil ou de vent, mais le sens de dessecher/^ But there 
can be no better proof that this happens to be a mis- 
take of M. Littre^s, than his own correct definition of 
h^ler, which is as follows : ^^ Rendre le teint brun et 
rougedtre, en parlant du soleil et du grand air" And 
this definition of haler does not differ from the following 
by De Roquefort : " Action du soleil et du grand air sur 
le teint/' And De Roquefort's derivation of the noun 
halcy which, as well as its verbal form, he writes without 
. a circumflex, is as follows : " Du Latin dlea, fait du Grec 
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3a, ardeur du soleil ; d^autres le derivent de halioB pour 
lios, le soleil/' I prefer the latter ; for as the participle 
U means sunburnt, I cannot help believing but this 
3a has come direct from a name of the sun, and not 
)m such a derivative as ardeur. But we should not 
lit noticing this word ardeur : its radical part is ard, of 
bich the root is ar, and as ar cannot, from the constant 
terchange of V and Z, diiffer from al, we thus obtain the 
2ll-known name of the sun with the heathens, and, 
Parkhurst admits, of the Diety also with the true 
>lievers. But with the aspirate, al becomes Aal^ whence 
le hel of helios, and consequently sol and sun, S being a 
►nstant representative of the aspirate h. But as al 
mnot differ from au, as every French school-boy knows 

m roi being for u le roi), it follows that the ard of 
'deur cannot differ from aud, and this, with the aspirate 
> which its O, is entitled, becomes Aaud, that is, chaudy 

and ch being equal to each other, as already shown. 
Jid in liaud or chaud we see but different forms of hot 
nd heat in English. 

Though the intelligent reader may have now seen 
mough to feel assured that every ancient name of the 
^iety has grown out of the one that first served to 
lesignate the sun, the hieroglyphic O j yet it may not, 
?«Aaps, be thought too much if we offer another instance 
of this fact, already so evident. 
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CHAPTER XXIII. 

t 

BUDDHA, 

^^ Mr. Crbuzer says, ^ There is not in all history and 
antiquity, perhaps, a question at the same time more ini" 
portant and more diflScult than that concerning Buddha/ 
He then acknowledges that by his name, his astronomical 
character, and close connexion, not only with the 
mythology and philosophy of the Brahmins, but with i 
great number of other religions, this personage, trulj 
mysterious, seems to lose himself in the night of time 
and to attach himself by a secret bond to every thinj 
which is obscure in the East and in the West'/^ 

A great deal of the obscure and mysterious in th< 
accounts given of Buddha, has no doubt grown out 
his name. "The Buddhists,^' says Godfrey Higgins 
when they address the Supreme Being, or Buddha, us 
the word Ad^ which means the fir st^'^ 

But this name must have been preceded by 06?, an* 
od by the hieroglyphic O, the sun ; which by the teetl 
meeting at the close of this sound, od was obtained 
whence came, by means of the aspirate and its changes 
Hod, Bod, Pod,^ God, and a variety of other forms 
according to the vocal organs employed on ending th 
sound of the O. 

Faber gives sixteen different names of Buddha, 
which many are clearly but different forms of the sam 
word. Thus there can be no difference between bod aa< 

7 Anacalypis, vol. L p. 153. 8 ibid., vol i. p. 199. 
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wod (root of Woden), nor between wod and God. Hence, 
a third class of his names is (as given by Faber) 
Gautameh, Godama, Godam, Codam, &c.®. 

Among these forms we see two (Godama and Godam) 
of which the radical part is God ; and this word must, 
if there be any truth in my principles, have served to 
name the sun. Hence Higgins says : '^Two facts seem 
to be universally agreed upon by all persons who have 
written respecting Buddha. The first is, that at last he 
is always found to resolve himself into the sun, either as 
the sun, or as the higher principle of which the sun is the 
image or emblem, or of which the sun is the residence* 
The second is, that the word Buddha means wisdom \'^ 

Thus we find it admitted that Buddha is but another 
name of the sun; and as to this name meaning also 
wisdom, it might have still many other meanings, all 
and each of which would increase the fabulous history we 
have of this divinity, who was, say the learned, once 
adored as God over the whole world*. 

But I have an observation to make respecting the 
iiniversal worship of Buddha. I wish, however, before 
making this observation, to draw the reader^s attention 
to one of the meanings given by the learned to his 
name — that of wisdom. As it has not been hitherto 
tnown that every name of the heathen mythology can 
^ shown, by the application of our principles, to have 
*t least several meanings, learned men are, in general, 
satisfied with one ; and they are so for the reason that 
it is not in their power to discover any more. 

• Paber, Pag. IdoL b. iv. ch. v. p. 351. 

^ Anacalypsis, vol. i. pp. 154, 165, 
. ' According to M. Barthelemy Saint-Hilaire, whose very learned and 
"^toresting work I am now reading, Buddha's most celebrated namQ 
"^eans ' le Savant, TEclaire, I'Eveille " (p. 73). This fine work is entitled 
" I* Buddha et sa Religion." Paris, 1868. 
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In a learned work which has just appeared (18( 
entitled " Grammaire Comparee des Langues Classiqv^Sy^ 
M. F. Baudry, the name Buddha is said to mean eve\ 
savant^ y which corresponds with the meaning^ wisa 
assigned to it by Higgins and others. But this divii 
was never called after either leartiing or wisdom ; norc 
his name bear such a meaning among his worship] 
at the present day, as we shall soon see. But even 
can be shown to mean wisdom; for, its 1 is bu 
different form of U, as is shown by the French coin nai 
a sou having been anciently sol; and sou is the sann 
soVy and sov the same as the sopk of sophos and sop 
that is, wiscy wisdom. And such too is the sap of sapie. 
and the sav of savoir, not to mention sage and sagi 
Even the hel of helios of the Greeks and the al and e 
the Hebrews, are all but different forms of sol, or sol 
a different form of these — the O (the sun^s first na 
being the parent of them all. 

But the learned should not suppose that the iden 
of his name and worship in various parts of the w 
was any proof of his being the same character. If 
were to-morrow to discover another people who had < 
lived unknown by themselves in some remote come 
the world, we might, on going amongst them, hear tl 
call upon Buddha as their God, and we might find t 
having even in their history of him the leading ev 
of his life as related in several other very different 1 
Uties. And all this might very well happen without 
least connexion having ever taken place between 
people and the inhabitants of any other nation. An 
what should we ascribe so wonderful a coincidence ? 
a very simple cause, namely, to this people having, v 

» Page 90. 
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naming the sun, allowed a dental sound to be heard on 
their uttering 0, instead of some other sound, such as a 
labial, a guttural, or a nasal. That is to say, the O with 
them would become od or Ot instead of 06, Og, Om, or 
OW; and consequently, from the O taking the aspirate (h) 
od would become Hod, which, from the constant inter- 
change of H and F, would become Fod, and Fod might 
become Bod, and 5^^ become JTod, and JF^od become God 
or Got, not to mention several other forms slightly dif- 
fering from these, as having grown out of them. 

According to a learned author, who writes under the 
name • of Nimrod, Buddha is now worshipped under the 
fonn of a gigantic y!?^^. The reader familiar with our 
principles will at once account for so gross a superstition 
V saying that his name must have so changed with time 
8s to have lost its first meaning (that of the sun) and to 
have signified at last a/oot. The sole of this gigantic 
foot is, says our author, " covered with hieroglyphics, 
and the lamas and emperors of the Buddhic creed delight 
in being called Feet and Golden Feet\^^ 

The same learned authority continues thus : " The 
name Buddha, . Baudha, Butus, Butta, Buduas, Buda, 
fiattus, Padus, Boudha, Baouth, Boot, Boutes, Bod, Bud, 
^oden, Poden, and Pot, is varied in almost every possi- 
ble combination ; but its etymon and original meaning is 
that which the form of Buddha's symbol points out, ex 
P^de Hercules. Our woris/oot and boot are his name, and 
*ke latter is the very way in which he is called at his 
ancient but ruined temple of Bactra or Boot-Bumian.^' 

Let the reader please to observe what this learned 
authority admits, namely, that ^^ our words yb^^ and boot 
^re his name.'' He saw not the consequence of this ad- 

* Nimrod, vol. iv. p. 217. 
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mission. He little suspected, when writing these words, 
that he was then giving very powerful proof of the origin 
of language, one day to be discovered. How could the 
worshippers of Buddha have our two words foot and 
hooty they who had never heard a word of English ? It 
arose from all words, belonging to no matter what people, 
having, as already shown, grown out of one word, the root 
and parent of them all. As to hoot^ it has been named 
after that to which it belongs, namely, \h^foot. 

But why should Buddha, he who was once revered 
every where as God, have obtained a name not diflFerent 
from such words as hoot zxAfoot ? Buddha^s name does 
not, radically considered, differ from booty because tbs 
was, as just said, called after /bt?^, so that we have only 
to discover why his name and foot are so much alft^* 
Foty which is the Saxon of foot, and but another of ^ 
forms, is equal \jo foit (i being understood with 0); ^^^ 
foit cannot, when its is dropped, differ fromj^^, ncy^Jr 
from the vit oi vita (life), whence vite, the FrencJc* ^^ 
quick; and quick has also the meaning of lively, 1^®' 
and living; witness the quick and the dead. By thi^^® 
see that foot has, because the member with whicL ^® 
move, been called after motiouy and motion implies 3ii®; 
and life was called after its supposed author, the i^"*^' 
and all admit that Buddha was the sun. Foot is ^^^ 
equal to the word/b^^, which, because supporting e::^^*'" 
ence, was called after life, and it is therefore to be trgi*^ 
to the sun. In the noun living — as the living and ^^ 
dead — we see also a synonym of food, for a man's foo^i ^ 
his living. Another idea very different from any^ ^* 
these, but which is traceable to the foot, and con^^ 
quently to life, and from life to the sun ; is express 
\>y the word kick, which, from the identity of ^ and (J^^ 
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aunot differ from quick. Hence to kick is to strike 
rith the foot. 

We have still an important observation to make 
especting the name Buddha when appearing under the 
3nn of the word booty or a form precisely equal to it. 
^d this is our observation: hoot cannot differ from 
ooty nor goot from good^ and good was called after God ; 
nd this is the root of Godamay one of Buddha's many 
ames given by the learned Faber, as already shown* 

say this is important, because it serves to show that 
here is no difference between hoot and goot or good, and 
iiat consequently goody hettety hest, is equal to hooty hooter y 
'Potest, From the learned having hitherto had no idea 
f the origin of language, they have been led to suppose 
lat the word good could not have belonged to the same 
tUguage that had hetter for its comparative, and best for 
s superlative, this mistake arising from its not having 
5en known that good is equal to hooty and hetter to 
^otety and hest to hooted. The author of the ^^ Vestiges op 
Heation '^ has made this mistake, and so has Webster, in 
s invaluable dictionary, in which I find the following : 
The word good has not the comparative and superlative 
Agrees of comparison, but instead of them better and 
ist/' 

I cannot close this brief notice of Buddha, respecting 
horn a greal deal more might be said, without stating 
y firm conviction that his name is legion ; that it has 
>peared under numerous forms — as numerous as the 
imes of the sun, or, if you will, as numerous as the roots 
• language, of which every one may have served at 
Cerent times, and in all parts of the world, to designate 
Buddha. He who is therefore writing the life of such 

<Jharacter, is, though it may be unknown to himself , 
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writing the lives of thousands, and of whom not so much 
as one has, any more than their sole parent the sun, ever 
existed ; that is, as a being either human or divine. 

Here, before proceeding any farther, I consider it 
necessary to refer to a few of the many faulty etymo- 
logies of the learned, to the end that much of what is 
yet to follow may be the more easily understood, and 
the reality of my discovery be fully confirmed. 



CHAPTER XXIV. 

AN INSTANCE OF THE ADVANTAGE TO BE DERIVED FROM 
KNOWING THAT THERE IS ONLY ONE LETTER IN ^ 

ALPHABET. M. MAX MULLER^S JETYMOLOGY OF THB 

WORD SOUL. 

This eminent philologist makes, I am sure, a rather 
serious mistake in his attempt to discover the primary 
sense of the English word soul. He says : '^ Soul is the 
Gothic saivala, and this is clearly related to another 
Gothic word, saivs, from a root si or siv, the Greek 
seio, to shake. It meant the tossed-about waters, ^ 
contradistinction to stagnant or running water. The soul 
being called saivala, we see that it was originally con- 
ceived by the Teutonic nations as a sea within, heaving 
up and down with every breath, and reflecting heavei^ 
and earth on the mirror of the deep */^ 

This is certainly a very fine and learned bit of writil^S' 

5 Lectures, voL i. p. 423. Ed. V. 
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though not so very clear towards the end. What its 
author means by ^^ the soul heaving up and down with 
every breath, and reflecting heaven and earth on the 
mirror of the deep/^ I cannot, for the life of me, make 
out. But the fault must surely be mine ; for who can 
suppose that such a work in its fifth edition, " carefully 
revised and corrected,^^ — which has been translated into 
several languages, and has come under the notice of the 
most eminent reviewers in England, Prance, Germany, 
and Italy, — can have been allowed to retain until now an 
incomprehensible passage ? The fault must therefore be 
mine in not being able to discover what it means. I am 
well aware that there is, at times, something both grand 
and pleasing in the obscure, which arises, no doubt, from 
its being understood by perhaps a hundred readers in as 
^ny different ways, and from each of them taking it in 
the sense most agreeable to his own fancy. There must 
he, I am inclined to suspect, a great many such beautiftd 
passages in Goethe, Klopstock, Dante, and Byron, and 
which might lose a considerable portion of the praise 
they have obtained if they were a little less incompre- 
hensible. But as ambitious writing (I mean the obscure) 
ices not suit in a work on philology, of which the style 
^Hd sentiments cannot be too clear and simple, it is 
^iJy fair to suppose that M. Max Miiller, who, from his 
>eing a learned instructor of youth, is surely well aware 
^f this fact, and must have embodied in the passage 
•oove quoted some very precise meaning, and that it is no 
*rit of his, if I am so obtuse as not to be able to make 
^t what that meaning may be. 

But there is one portion of M. Max Miiller^s ety- 
mology of the word soul very plain ; namely, ^^ that 
bis immortal part of man was originally concmed \yj 
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the Teutonic nations as a sea within, heaving np and 
down with every breath/' That is to say, the soul was 
called by the Teutonic nations after the sea. Now, a< 
this etymology appeared to me rather startling and far* 
fetched, I had, on its first coming under my notice 
recourse to the leading principle of my discovery (tha 
there is only one letter in an alphabet) in order to sei 
how far I might be justified in not receiving it as bein-i 
evidently genuine. And this is how I went to woria 
But though there is only one letter in an alphabet, y^ 
there are some of them that interchange with one anc3 
ther more frequently than they do with others, when tta 
interchange is not direct, but indirect. Now, as no sigi» 
replace each other oftener than U and V, I therefore too - 
from the word soul its U, and put V in its place, by whic^ 
means I brought soul equal to 80vl ; but as this altersp 
tion gave no meaning, I tried another change. Being 
well aware that the V in such words as livcy givey an^ 
• strive is the f in their substantive forms, life, gift, an^ 
strife, I therefore replaced the V of sovl for f by whic!3 
change sovl became sofl; but not knowing any suc3 
word as sofl, I directed my attention to its 0, replacing 
it by d, then by G, and then by 1, without obtaining - 
significant word. But on changing the O of sofl for \M 
I got sufl, which, it was easy to perceive, cannot diffes 
from suffl, that is, from the radical part of the Lati:* 
sufflatus ; and as this means air or breath, I had no doul^ 
that such too was the meaning of the English word sou^ 
of which the parallel form in Hebrew, Greek, and LatL: 
has, as every one knows, the same meaning. 

And as one vowel is equal not only to any other vow^ 
but even to any combination of vowels, it is easy • 
perceive that, from being consequently equal to 0^ 
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there can be no diflPerence between the auffl of sufflatus 
and iouffle, which has still the same meaning in French. 
We can now very easily discover the primary sense of 
seek, which happens to be the German of soul ; for as 
one combination of vowels is equal to any other, there 
can be no difference between seele and soole, any more 
than there is between bleed and blood, feed and food, or 
ireed and brood; and still, for the same reason, aoole can- 
Xiot differ from soule any more than troo^ in English can 
differ from troupe in French. And soule is but an ancient 
form of soul. 

Now, if German philologists had hitherto known that 
^ede is but a different form of souflSe, M. Max MuUer 
'^ould have also known it, and so have escaped the rather 
serious mistake of supposing that the Teutonic nations 
Regarded the soul ^^ as a sea within, heaving up and down 
'^th every breath, and reflecting heaven and earth on the 
Mirror of the deep.^^ 

But M. Max Miiller does not mistake when he allows 
■^^ readers to understand that the Gothic word for soul 
^ radically the same as a word meaning the sea and also 
^^ one meaning to shake, though he knew not why it is so, 
^^d I must not here anticipate so far as to point out the 
^^use. We shall see it farther on. But this circum- 
^"tance serves to show that one word being radically the 
^^me as another is not sufficient for proving the truth of 
^^ etymology, as a perfect agreement in meaning be- 
^'^een two such words will be always necessary, to the 
^^d that every shade of doubt may be removed and the 
^^scovery be, when real, received as such. Nor is it any 
*^xdt of mine if M. Max Miiller has not received timely 
^tifonnation on this important particular in philology ; 
^*i4 this is my reason for thinking so : shortly after tke 
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appearance of my work on the origin of myths, I pnblislied 
a short exposition of its principles, in a brochure entitled 
'' An Author his own Reviewer/^ and of which I took the 
liberty of sending a copy by post to M. Max Miiller at 
Oxford. In this little book I find (page 12) , among other 
explanations, a passage which serves to show how the 
names of many different ideas may be finally traced to 
that of the same object (the sun) without having been 
called after it ; and it is in the same way that a word 
meaning soul may be found to be radically the same as 
one meaning the sea or the verb to shake y without having 
been called after either of these ideas. This is the pas- 
sage : ^^ That the first name ever given to the sun must 
have been O, and that all other words are traceable to 
this single one as their root, we have here such proof to 
adduce, as cannot, from its being so very conclusive, be 
called in question except by dulness itself, which, with 
regard to new discoveries, is too often the parent of 
scepticism. And our proof is this : the learned admit that 
all the heathen divinities — even without regard to sex** 
have, at one time or other, been taken for the sun, which; 
since their names were, as every one is aware, once coia- 
mon names, is telling us that there were anciently, anc 
that there are consequently still, multitudes of wordi 
meaning radically the sun, if we could only but se- 
them. And if we can no longer perceive that all thes 
words have [radically considered] this single meaning 
it arises not only from their bearing no more the fonri 
they once did bear, but also from their having now, B 
they ever did have, many other meanings as well as tha 
of the sun. It is, however, difficult to conceive ho^ 
ideas relating in no manner to this luminary, can har 
names traceable to its name; as, for instance, such idea 
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as night^ and darkness. But when we say that the night 
must have been called after the moon, and the moon 
after the sun, we make these three ideas have, primarily 
considered, the same name. And when we say that 
darkness was called after night, and night after the 
moon, aud the moon after the sun, we make these four 
ideas have, primarily considered, one and the same name. 
But it does not follow, as it is easy to perceive, that 
either night or darkness was ever called after the sun. 
In this way a thousand different ideas can be shown to 
have names traceable to that of the sun, without so much 
as one of them having been called after it.^^ 

M. Max Miiller has evidently disregarded the lesson 
contained in the above passage, and this accounts for the 
mistake we have just noticed, as it will for some others, 
still more deserving of censure, yet to come. 

Need I now show the original of sufflatus or souffle^ 
that is to say, of the idea breath ? It is scarcely neces- 
sary, for have I not already shown somewhere farther 
back that hreath implies life, and life, as I have also 
shown, was called after its supposed author, the sun? 
Hence, as any combination of vowels may be reduced to 
a single vowel, there can be no difference between 80ul 
^d %ol. We may therefore safely assume that the root 
of any word meaning the soul must have first been one 
of the names of the sun, no matter how widely every two 
such names may now differ from each other in ibrm. 
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CHAPTER XXV. 

M. MAX MULLEr's ETYMOLOGY OF SEA. 

« 

It is not safe, as I have, I think, already shown, ' 
suppose that a word may have in one language a mea] 
ing very different from that which it obtains in sever 
other languages j and it is not safe so to suppose for il 
simple reason, namely, that languages have been ma< 
after the same manner, which accounts for their identi 
on so many occasions. '^The sea,^^ writes M. Mi 
Miiller, ^^ was called saivs, from a root si or siv, tl 
Greek seioy to shake ; it meant the tossed-about wat( 
in contradistinction to stagnant or running water'.'' 

It cannot be denied that the sea bears a name signi 
cant of motion, though, as I am now going to show, 
was never called after this idea, but after one of whi< 
the name has this meaning. 

Then, after what was the sea called ? I answer, aft 
water. How Bopp, who, though a very learned ma 
knew nothing of the origin of language, found out tt 
I cannot imagine, as I have not his work — of whi< 
there is an English translation — ^by me ; but that he cl 
find it out I am assured by his admirer, M. Max Miill< 
who disapproves of it thus : " Bopp's derivation [of t 
sea] from Sanskrit vari, water, is not tenable.'' I b 
your pardon, Sir, it is tenable, and very tenable, as I a 
now about to prove to you. 

* Lectares, &c., vol. i. p. 423. Ed. V. 
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Every word meaning water may also mean motion, as 
L have already shown. This arises from water having 
)eeii called after existence, because necessary for the 
sustenance of life; and as the sea is composed of water, 
it has thence taken its name. That is to say, it is 
another word for life or motion, though not called after 
either, but after that element of which the name happens 
to have this meaning. M. Max Miiller, from his not 
being acquainted with the origin of ideas as signified by 
language, on finding that the Gothic word %aiv% means 
the sea, and that saivs can be traced to a Greek word 
(<«o) meaning to shake, at once concludes that the sea 
was called after its violent motion ; and so far is he from 
fiiispecting that it is but another word for water, that he 
even censures Bopp for his having assigned it such a 
derivation. But M. Max Miiller does not mistake when 
he traces %iiw% to the Greek ^io, to shake; for the root of 
the latter is £,%, and 6% is the same as OZ, and 0% is, as 
I have often shown, the same as U, and U is the root 
of the Greek i;g>, which means to produce or make water. 
feo and hud (&») are therefore radically the same word, 
for the 5 of the former is a representative of the ll or 
pirate of the latter, just as the S of the Latin sudor is 
* representative of the u of* fiSw/o, water. And in sei5 
what have we, when its 5 is left out, but eidy which is 
allowed to be the radical form (e?©) of ^yki to he? And 
^ Idng implies existence, we thus discover in seid 
(to shake) the very idea after which water has been 
called. We have also found aqua in our etymology of 
*ejwo/ because it is, like seid, expressive of motion. 
Hence the qua of the Latin quatio (to shake) is, we may 
1^ sure, for aqua. And when we observe that the sh of 
*^flie is here but a representative of the aspirate, the 

"5^ 
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remainder of this word [ake) cannot differ from aka^ nor 
aha from aqua ; and this is confirmed by the Swedish 
tongue, in which shaha means to shake. By this we learn 
that words signifying motion do not differ from one 
another but conventionally j so that such different ideas 
as walk y fly y 2iniflow might be expressed by three words 
radically the same. And this knowledge will lead us to 
the primary signification of many a word of which tto 
origin has been hitherto unknown. Hence, when W< 
regard the S of the French secouer (to shake) as repre 
senting the aspirate, and as consequently forming no pat 
of this word, the ecou which follows should be consider© 
as equal to equa and aqua, not that the idea of shakini 
has been called after water, though this might very we 
be, but after motion, and motion after existence, froi 
which water, as already shown, derives its name. Tt 
root of every such word as quake, quick, quaver, an 
quiver is still aqua, so that they cannot be said to diflfi 
from shake but conventionally. 

I expressed only awhile ago my astonishment at Bopp 
having discovered that the primary signification of st 
was water ; but I have since learned something whic 
has lessened my astonishment considerably. Bopp ws 
very learned in Sanskrit, and in this language the woi 
for water is vari, as M. Max Miiller states ; and I no' 
learn from M. Amedee de Caix de Saint- Aymour^, wt 
is also a learned Sanskrit scholar, that the word for s^ 
in the same language is wari. Surely it was nc 
difficult for Bopp to perceive that in vari and wari theJ 
is only one word, no two signs being more evidently th 
same than V and W (compare i;inum and wme, t;entt 

^ See his work entitled ** La Langpae Latine ^tudiee dans' TUni' 
Indo-Europeenne," p. 77. 
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aid mnd). Now, if M. Max Miiller knew no more of 
Sanskrit than I do myself, I could easily account for 
his failing to observe the identity of two such words ; 
but beKeving, as every one else does, that he is deeply 
read in this language, I am at a loss to account for 
Ws making so light of Bopp^s etymology of sea. 

But I am now going to give other proofs that Bopp 
lias made no mistake in deriving the word for sea from 
one meaning water, I open my Parkhurst®, from 
whom I learn that the Hebrew word D> im means the 
*ca or a sea, and that it has been so called " from its 
tumultuous motion by winds or tides. It is used more 
extensively than our English word sea usually is, as for 
finy large collection ofvmtersy a lake — ^for the large brazen 
or molten vessel in Salomon^s Temple, for the priests to 
^fl*^ in " And Parkhurst further adds, that this word D* 
%m means '^ water or waters in general, thus denominated 
like D> im, the sea, — from their being so susceptible of, 
and frequently agitated by, tumultuous motions/^ 

I forgot to state that the first meaning assigned by 
Parkhurst to D> im is '^ tumult, tumultuous motion/^ 
But Parkhurst mistakes when he imagines that both 
Water and the sea have been so named frOm their being 
80 susceptible of being agitated ^^by tumultuous 
Diotions/' It never occurred to him that the sea was 
Joined after water, and water after existence, and this 
idea after the supposed author of existence, the sun. 
If he knew all this, such knowledge would have pre- 
vented him from making another serious mistake 
connected with D> im ; for, under its form DV ium, he 
explains it thus : ^^ The or a day, from the tumultuous 
^iion or agitation of the celestial Jluid, while the sun 

8 Page 234. 
N 2 
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is above the horizon*. A good telescope, says an ex- 
cellent and pious philosopher, will show ns what a tumuli 
arises in the air from the agitation of the sunbeams in 
the heat of the noon-day. The heaven seems trans- 
parent and undisturbed to the naked eye ; while a 
storm is raised in the air by the impulse of the light, 
Tiot unlike what is raised in the waters of the sea by ih 
impetuosity of the wind. It increases with the altitude 
of the sun, and when the evening comes on, it sub- 
sides almost into a calm \^*' 

In the passages from Scripture here referred to by 
Parkhurst, there is no allusion whatever to ^' the tumul- 
tuous motion or agitation of the celestial fluid/' 

Parkhurst has made a great mistake by supposing 
that the day was named after this tumultuous motio^ 
of the celestial fluid in the heavens. How could t^-* 
suppose that they who first made words knew ai»^ 
thing of this tumultuous motion? To make such ^ 
discovery, it was, we are told, necessary to have ^ 
good telescope; but at the remote period referred t^^ 
there were no telescopes either good or bad, nor fc^ 
thousands of years afterwards. 

But what is here admitted by Parkhurst is well wort^ 
knowing, namely, that D> im means not only water an^ 
the sea, but, under its form DV ium, day also ; for day i ^ 
the same as Deus, and Deus was one of the names of th^ 
sun, after which existence was named, and after existence 
water, which accounts for the names of the latter bein^ 
always significant of motion. 

Another word in Parkhurst, similar in meaning to D^ 
im, is *)« ar, and to which I have already referred, for it^ 

' Gen. i. 5. 18 j viii. 22. Psalm cxxxvi. 8, et al. freq. 
* Rev. William Jones, in his " Essay on the First Principles of Natural 
Philosophy," p. 241. 
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/tfsfj ^^^s to flow^ and as a noun, a nv^r, 2i flood, which ideas 
Have been called after water; and as under it? form n^K 
a%r it means lighty Parkhurst makes the same mistake 
respecting the origin of this idea, that he has made 
when accounting for the origin of D» im under its form 
^,rj %um; that is, he says light has been so named from 
^ts being a fluid*. 

I have referred thus twice to *1K ar and *)1K aur for two 
reasons, namely, that the reader may see how in the 
same language the same idea may be expressed by 
different words, and how every monosyllable may have 
Served as a name of the sun, and have hence signified 
both existence and motion as well as water. 

I forgot to take advantage of a statement made by 
-Parkhurst under D> im, namely, that this word was also 
*^he name " of the large brazen or molten vessel in Salo- 
*^on^s Temple for the priests to wash in/^ for this serves 
^ show that things used for holding water were named 
^f ter it. This knowledge will serve us farther on. 

From what we have now seen, it will be reasonable to 

^"O.ppose that words meaning the sea must have also 

^^eant water. Thus, in mare, Latin of sea, we are 

'^^^duced to take ar as its root, and to regard this root as 

having first meant water. Hence, the French verb 

^^ro9er, of which ar is also the root, means to water; but 

^^a-water is not understood. In the French noun rosee 

'^e have still the same root, for this word must have 

■^een flrosee, as no consonant can, without a vowel, be a 

'^vord ; and rosee means dew, which is but another word 

^or water, but not sea-water. Dew, when read as in 

Hebrew, gives wed, and wed cannot difier from wet nor 

from the wat of water. Thaw is still the same word; 

3 Page 29, 
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for it is equal to the wath of wather, that is, water, T 
T of the Greek rheo, to flow, is also for ar; and so is 1 
T of paivco (to sprinkle or bedew) . In the same way 
can account for the T of the rivers Rhine and Rhoi 
and as ar must have been their first name, this mig 
lead us to suppose that they were once designated bj 
Hebrew word, since, according to Parkhurst, as we ha 
seen, nN ar means a river ^. But under each of the 
forms, nN» iar, and niN> later y he explains it thus, ^^ a riv 
stream, or flux of water/' And he concludes with sayii 
" Hence perhaps yar or yare^ the name of a river 
England, and»-Jaar of one in Flanders/' I cannot say 
the two rivers here mentioned have been named after t 
Hebrew of river ; but this I can say, namely, that t 
words •^^<> iar and yar, yare, and jaar are precisely eqi 
to each other. But, for the reason that words of j 
languages have emanated from the same source, t 
names of rivers in very difierent parts of the world mi 
be sometimes found alike without there having ever be 
the least intercourse between the countries to which th 
belong. Learned men, on perceiving this similarity 
the names of many places over the world, have, from th< 
total ignorance of the common origin of all languag( 
often endeavoured to prove a close connexion in ancie 
times between nations which had, in all probabilit 
never so much as heard of one another; and this 
confirmed by our article headed, " Rivers of the Sun 
And the r of the word river itself is for ar, just as it is 
the names Rhine and Rhone. 

We have even in English this word ar in the sense 
sea, but it is now hidden in the word brine, which is f 
barine, that is, marine, as we must admit op comparir 

« Page 29. 
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salt-water or pickle with its French equivalent mariner 
to pickle. The har of barine is therefore the mar of the 
Latin mare. In Gaelic also this word har^ now obsolete, 
means the sea; but it must at some remote period 
have meant water, for it is the radical part of hraon, 
which in this language means dew, and dew is water. 
In this language I find also two words which, without 
heing submitted to the least change, mean both sea and 
water. Thus, jfrom among five Gaelic words for water I 
take these two, muir and cuan. The first is thus 
rendered into English, " The sea, a sea, an ocean -/' and 
the second thus, '^ a sea, ocean.^' 

Here it is not said that these words mean water \ nor 
IS it said, where I find them among the Gaelic words for 
Water, that they mean either a sea or an ocean ; which 
serves to show that they are not in either case to be 
taken in a metaphorical sense. 

But what word can show more clearly that the sea 
nieans literally water than this word sea itself? For as its 
5 represents the aspirate, which is ne^^er to be counted as 
a constituent part of a word ; the ea that remains should 
he regarded as its root, and in Saxon ea is thus explained 
hy Bosworth : " running water, a stream, a river, water. 
Another form of ea is eah, which is explained " a river, 
^ is still another form of eak, though Bosworth does 
not give it as such ; but he explains it " tAe sea ;" and 
^ he gives egland for island^ this serves to show that eg 
^d i% are equal to each other; so that, from eg meaning 
the sea, such too must be the meaning of is, which is the 
^erb to he ; and water, as we have shown, has been called 
afer this idea. 

Now isy this inflection of the verb to he, appears also^ 
^cording to Bosworth, under the form si\ and s^jY^yv^ik^ 
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the same authority, is for sea, of which another form « 
8iB. Hence the literal meaning of island msLj be either 
sea-land or, since sea means water, water-land. But that 
a word in any way significant of water might also serve 
to signify the sea, could, I believe, be shown by Saxon 
alone. Thus our word lalce is in this language written 
both lagu and lago, and its explanation is *' water, 
the sea, a lake/^ and Bosworth explains egor, "tb^ 
sea, water/' 

In the radical part of several of those words, it is eas^ 
to perceive a modification of aqua ; witness lagu, lago, ao-^ 
lalte, of which agu, ago, and dke may be regarded as tb-^ 
radical parts, but not as the roots, which are ag and a^) 
just as aq is the root of aqua. In the eg of egor, ju^^ 
noticed, we also see this root; and which is confirms ^ 
by eg (the sea) which we have also just seen. 

The noticing of these roots reminds me of the Graeli^ 
word cuan, which, as shown above, means not only wat^^ 
and sea, but ocean also. Now, as every vowel may recei\/^* 
or lose the nasal sound, it follows that cuan is equal \>^^ 
cua, that is, when the vowel due before initial consc3^ " 
nants is supplied, a^yua, which is precisely equal to aquc^' • 
But as any other vowel may, as well as a, be prefixed 
the G of cuan, we discover, on substituting O for (I, thiu 
this word is as equal to ocuan as it is to acuan ; and i 
ocuan it is easy to perceive a modified form of ocear^ ^ 
which is the radical part, but not the root, of the Latir^:^ 
oceanuSy or, if you will, of its Greek form inKeavo^, writtei::^ 
also 0)7171/. And this serves to show that the primarj^^ 
signification of ocean is, like that of sea, water, an< 
nothing more ; so that, however differently such wo 
may be used, the difference between them can be nc^ 
more than conventional. 
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Now, as the aq^ of aqua cannot differ from ag, and as 
^ is the root of ago, to act, and also of agilis, active, 
we thus see how aqua is, like every other word for water, 
significant of motion. Hence the ok of i^eai/o? is also 
the ok of a>/n;9, which means swift ; nor can this root 
differ from the dg of agilis, nor agilis from Acheloua 
f^XeXtoo?), which, according to Donnegan, meant not 
only one particular river, but any river, and water also. 
Hence its radical part ache is equal to aqua. 

But is not Ackilous, I may be asked, very like Achileus 

(tliat is, Achilles) ? The two words are so much alike 

that they may be regarded as one and the same. Nor 

do they differ in meaning ; for this hero was, according 

^ Homer, remarkably swift of foot: ^^ ttoScl^ o)/cu9 

-^j^tXXet}?.'^ Hence in Achilles and agilis we have but 

Afferent forms of the same word. There are other 

^^asons for Achilles being made so agile : his father was 

■^•eleus, and this name is radically the same as TreXo), 

^lich means, says Donnegan, ^' to move, to be in a state 

^f movement, and also to be;^' and his mother was 

"■^^diis, in which we see the radical part of 6ea) to run, 

^^d also of 0€d (a goddess) ; and as is often replaced 

^^ S (witness 6ho<;, godlike, being also cjeto?, and ^Adava 

^^ing ^Atrava) there can be no difference between Oed and 

^^^e English word sea, and Thetis was the goddess of the 

^a. And the Saxon word se means not only sea but 

^-Oe article the ; and no article, whether definite or indefi- 

"^Xte, can, as we have already seen, differ in meaning from 

^Ixe name of God or the sun. And se is also used in 

^axon for is, so that from its thus signifying existence, 

^e see why ii> should be equal to a name of the author of 

^^istence. 

As to Achilles having been thought light of feofc^A^ 
"^as no Aouht &om his name implying smitaaa^^^^ 
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such an epithet has been applied to him. And for h: 
having had Peleus for his father and Thetis, goddess < 
the sea, for his mother, and for his having been dippe 
at his birth in a river, the cause must be the same; f( 
these several words, Achilles, Achelous, Peleus, aD 
Thetis have radically the same meaning. We ma; 
therefore, conclude that Achilles, as he is described I 
Homer, is ane ntirely fabulous character : the origin * 
many things in the history we have of him, has, i 
doubt, been suggested by the several meanings of b 
name. 

When we now observe that the S of the Saxon 
(sea) does but represent the aspirate, and that the as] 
rate should never be regarded as any radical part o: 
word, we must admit that the single sign ^ is the root 
5^ ; and that such too is the root of the article the, a 
hence of Thea, Theos, and Deus. But as one vowel 
equal to, not only any other vowel, but to any combii 
tion of vowels, the root £,, here referred to, may be rep 
sented by 0, ^0, io, ie, m, &c. 

And in these representatives of the sign €, the rea< 
can recognize primitive forms (already noticed) ofl 
verbs to be and to go, as well as (according to Parkhur 
of the true God and the sun. 

These latter etymologies enable us to account for 1 
origin of some ideas which learned men have hithe 
endeavoured, but in vain, to trace to their real som 
Thus, I learn from my Donnegan, under ^£09, that '^ I 
rodotus derives Oeoi from rldrffiiy to lay, to place, fr 
the gods having fixed and disposed of all things in 
world /^ but Plato^s derivation is from 0e(o to run,beca 
^^the first notions of a divinity having been deri^ 
from observing the motions of the heavenly bodic 
JBut what is Donnegan' s o^jmioii'^ WiYi^^^^ t^ iLothii 
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he only observes, ''It is obvious that Zeu?, Am^ and 
the obsolete nominative Aviy the Latin Dis and Deus, 
have a common origin/' No one doubts it ; but we are 
not told what that origin is. I now consult Alexandre, 
which high authority derives 6eo^ from Oeaxifiai, a word 
meaning to behold or contemplate with admiration. 

I need scarcely tell the reader who has the least faith 
in the truth of the foregoing principles that these notions 
of the origin of such an idea as the one expressed by 
^60? or Deus, are very erroneous. It is true that such a 
word as 0e<o (to run) and deo^ are radically the same j 
hut though this is necessary for proving the truth of an 
etymology, it is not sufficient; something else is re- 
q'lired : a perfect agreement in sense. The reader can 
now easily account for the radical identity of 6e6<; and 
^€0). He knows that it arises from existence having 
heen called after ^eo? (once a name of the sun), to which 
source or to ideas thence derived, those significant of 
niotion are to be traced. 

The 07) of rldrf/jLi and the 0e of ^eo? are also radically 
the same ; but T0irjfit means to lay, that is, to lay down ; 
^nd as such an idea implies lowness, even death, there is 
^0 relationship whatever between it and the sun. The 
identity of the radical parts of the two words ^eo? and 
'^fSiTjfii is to be accounted for in the same way as we 
^ount for altus meaning both high and low, and for the 
same word in Saxon meaning both Had and wMte. The 
ideas night, darkness, lowness, and death have all and 
each the moon for their source; and as the moon has 
heen called after the sun, the very different ideas just 
mentioned may, from their names being traceable to the 
name of the moon, be traceable to the name of the sun 
Hence the 0r) of ridrj/jLi, is also the 0a ot 6t\ qS; 
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OdvG) or 0i]va), in which we have the ancient verhal form 
oidavaro^, death. This will explain why there are cer- 
tain hills in England called the downs instead of the 
hills. It will also explain why don and dom, titles of 
dignity, are radically the same as down. Indeed, when 
we remark that the W in Sanskrit becomes Tifh in Latin, 
we see that down cai^iot differ from domn^ that is, domih 
radical part of dominus. 

Alexandre has made a notable mistake in deriving 
^€09 from dedo/juat ; for the primary sense of this word ^ 
to see (conventionally to see with admiration) j and the 
idea signified by seeing or sight is traceable to the ey^j 
and thence to light, and through light to the sun; so 
that Oedofiai can be derived from the name of the sun, b^it 
the name of the sun cannot be derived from deaofiai. 

And so must it have been in all languages. The natt^® 
of the sun being the first and sole original parent ^^ 
human speech, all other words may be traced up to ^^ 
either directly or indirectly, but this name can itself 1^ 
traced from no word. The quadrature of the circle ^^ 
perpetual motion may, perhaps, be one day discover^^; 
but that word j5:om which the name of the sun can t^^ 
derived — never. 

Wishing now to know to what source modem etym^^ 
logists have traced the idea ocean^ I open my DonnegaX^ 
and find under i>K€av6^ the following : " If not deriv^^ 
from it, it has the same origin as 0)7771/ — hoih perhaj^ 
from inKv^ vdoD, I flow rapidly.^^ Donnegan has dot:^' 
well to express his doubt on giving such a derivation ^^ 
iiiceavo^. It must, however, be admitted that this wor^ 
is radically the same as i/cu?. But why so ? Becau^ 
WKV^ means swift or rapid; that is to say, it impli^ 
motion and so does water, and the primary and radical 
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ense of ocean is water. Hence it is very correct to 
irace mKv^ to water or life, but very incorrect to trace 
water to Sukv^, De Roquefort gives the same etymology 
of m^avo^ as Donnegan, with this difference, that he does 
not allude to {07771/, which is radically the same word, for 
it has the same meaning. 

Count de Gebelin gives the following derivation of 
Ocean : ^^ Du primitif ok^ grand, an, cercle" 

I need not say that this is another serious mistake. 

NoePs derivation of oceanus does not differ from the 
one given by Donnegan and De Roquefort. 

Quicherat and Davelujr's only etymology of oceanus is 
that in Greek this word is written wKeavo^;, which is no 
etymology. 

Alexandre's derivation of oyKeavo^ is simply a)^u9, from 
^Mch it appears that he believes it to have been called 
^fter the idea of swiftness. He does not seem to think 
ftat its name is in any way connected with water. He 
admits, however, that it is used in the sense of both the 
^a and water in general, but that this is only a poetical 
icence. The word waters^ when so used, has, it is true, 
^ch an effect ; but poetical expressions and allusions are 
^ften more real and primitive than the poet himself 
^agines. Ocean had at first, as it has still, the meaning 
^f water. I was forgetting to observe, that when Alex- 
^^dre gives wkv^ as the root of inKeavo^, he appends 
o this word a note of interrogation, which, as I learn 
^om the explanation of the signs in his dictionary, im- 
plies doubt. Such a sign happens to be on this occasion 
^^ appendage very properly applied. 

M. Littre supposes the original meaning of ocean is to 
^^rround, to enclose. These are his words : " L'etymo- 
^ogie tres-probable de wKeavo^ est le vedique a5ayana, 
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epithete de Vritra, dans le sens d^entourant, enserra 
les eaux du nuage. Pour le changement de 6f en ©, co 
parez a9u, qui est oJ/cv?, rapide/^ 

This etymology appears both improbable and f 
fetched. There must have been a word for the occ 
long previous to such a knowledge of natural philosop 
as that which enabled men to know that " le% eaux 
nuage '' were surrounded or enclosed. 

We have now said enough of the words water, s> 
and ocean in different languages to confirm Bopp^s de 
vation of sea, and to prove, beyond all doubt, that - 
Max Miiller^s etymology of the Gothic of sea cani 
be relied on. But the learned Oxford professor tal 
now a different view of the word sea, as I am going 
show. 

Thus, whenever an etymologist finds two words all 
in form, or nearly so, he is mostly always disposed 
imagine that such words must express kindred ide- 
though they may differ as widely in meaning from ea 
other as those signifying day and night, or white a 
black. But if the etymologist knew how all languag 
have grown out of a single sign, he would be far frc 
judging so hastily. The faulty etymology we have n( 
noticed must be ascribed to M. Max Miiller^s want 
this necessary knowledge of the origin of human speec 
and of which I now beg to give, from the sai 
author, another instance bearing a very close resemblac 
to the one we have just seen. And during this inquii 
which promises to be a long one, I shall have occasion 
make, through the applying of my principles, a fewotb 
important discoveries in philology. 
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CHAPTER XXVl. 

H. MAX MULLBR^S ETYMOLOGY OF SEA UNDER ITS LATIN 

FORM MARE. 

From what we have just seen, M. Max Miiller has 
derived saivsy the Gothic of sea, from the Greek o-ewo to 
shake, and not from a word meaning water, as he should 
lave done. But on perceiving that mare, the Latin of 
sea, is nearly the same as maty which in Sanskrit means 
te die, he is led to believe that the northern Aryans 
Diust have called the sea after such an idea. But words 
Diay be very much alike in form and not at all so in 
Cleaning, as I have already often shown. In no Ian-, 
guage in the world can a people have named the sea, 
which appears so full of life and motion, after death \ 
hut M. Max Miiller thinks otherwise, as the following 
passages serve to show. 

" When the Bomans saw the Mediterranean, they called 
it na/rey and the same word is found among the Celtic, 
Slavonic, and the Teutonic nations*. We can hardly 
^oubt that their idea in applying this name to the sea 
Was the dead or stagnant water, as opposed to the run- 
^mg streams {],^eau vive) or the unifruitful expanse* .^^ 

He says again : ^^ If in English we can speak of dead 
Water,' meaning stagnant water, or if the French use 
^u morte in the same sense, why should not the northern 

* Curtius, Zeitschrift, i. 30. Slav, more ; Lith. marios and mar^s ; 
«oth. marei; Ir. moir. * Lectures, voL iL p. 320. 



} 
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AryaBs have derived one of their names for the sea froi 
the root mar^ to die? ^' And he further adds, '^If it 
once established that there is no other root firom whi( 
mare can be derived more regularly than from Tnar^ 
die, then we are at liberty to draw some connecting lii 
between the root and its offshoots/' 

Really, if I did not know from report that M. Mi 
Miiller is very learned in Sanskrit, I should say 1 
knowledge of this language is very limited, so much 
that he does not know its word for the Latin mare 
wari, and that its word for water is vari ; for these t 
words do not differ any more from each other than 1 
English and Danish words water and vater, which i 
alike in meaning. Then why, with his knowledge 
Sanskrit, does he suppose that the northern Arya 
named the sea after a word meaning death, when th 
had, we may say, one and the same word for both i 
and water {wari and vari)y and since water is the elem€ 
of which the sea is composed? 

Having already sufficiently shown that the sea 1 
been called after water, it cannot be required of me to 
so again; but its Latin form, mare^ has, I percer 
induced more than one philologist to connect the idea 
expresses with that of death. Thus, M. Littre, af 
giving the several forms of this word in different la 
guages and dialects, concludes as follows : '^ Corssen 
Curtius rapprochent mare du Sanscrit m^m, le dese 
c'est-k-dire, Fel^ment mort, sterile, arpvyero^ irovro^/' 

Great stress is laid upon this epithet atrugetoSy 
serving to show that the Latin mare is allied in meani 
to the Sanskrit of desert} but as this word mea 
^f\fmitfuly it is applied to the air as well as to the s< 
no that had there never been a desert, there would ha 
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Wn such an epithet as atrugetos. Nor does 7r6in-o9,«or its 
Latin {orm. pontus^ mean a way; it is but another word 
for sea; and as sea means water, even so does pontos. 
When we do, therefore, leave out its nasal sound, as we 
Daay do (compare tango and tago), this word becomes 
potos, which, as an adjective, means potable, and, as a 
noun it is explained " a drink, a draught,^^ &c. Potamos, 
* river, is radically the same word. But the latter 
<Aservation is, I now perceive, unnecessaiy, for I learn 
from my notes that I shall have to notice pontes again. 

When M. Max Miiller says that " if there is no other 

root from which mart^ can be derived more regnlarly 

ftan from mar to die, then we are at liberty to draw 

some connecting line between the root and its oflPshoot.'% 

But he forgets that it is not mare he has to consider, 

"Vit its Sanskrit form wari, I have already- quoted a 

passage from M. Amedee de Caix de Saint-Aymour^s 

learned work, serving to show that wari is mare. Here 

^s another passage from the same authority (p. 148) : 

D importe encore de signaler le changement d com^nun 

^e JT en Mj changement que Von retrouve dans le Latin 

^&re, originellement identique au Sanskrit ivari et k 

^ Aryaque wari, &c. ^' 

And since wari is the same as vari (water), to say 
^hat mare is derived from a word significant of death, 
^s to say that such too must be the original meaning of 
'^cter; for every word meaning the sea or the ocean, in 
^0 matter what language, must have been a word for 
^ater, and also for motion or life, which is the reverse of 
cleath. 

Words meaning even standing water do not difier^ut 
conventionally from such as mean water in general, 
^ere may be one or two exceptions ; such as dagnum in 

o 



1 94 Origin of Language and Myths. 

Latin and Stangm French; but an exception should not 
be regarded as subversive of a general rule ; it tends 
rather to confirm it. At first standing water must have 
been signified by two words. Hence, stagnant cannot 
be used as a noun in English^ nor can stagitante in 
French, The English word marsh, as well as imrais 
in French, and which is but a different form of it, is 
radically the same as mare, Latin of sea. In mire we 
have also the same word; for as its 1 has, as usual, ^ 
understood, it cannot differ from moire, that is, when the 
and i meet, making CL — mare; and which is confirmed 
by this very word mare, for though a synonym of 
m^rais, it is the Latin of sea, and consequently a word 
♦not differing in signification from water but convea- 
tionally, since sea is water. 

It was only by altering the form of a word for water, 
that it was made to signify a marsh, or a pool of stand- 
ing water. Thus the radical part of limns, that is, H'^i 
is also the radical part of Xt//.i/?7 ; and the latt^er means 
not only a marsh or a lake, but even sometimes a sea. 
Yet it cannot differ, as shown farther back, from either 
slime in English otfiumen in Latin. And from knowing 
that all such ideas are traceable to water, we are led to 
discover that the French word houe must have first been 
one, its h being only a substitute for the aspirate, and 
consequently no radical part of this word. And what is 
one, but a different form of eau, water ? 

There is another word in French for slime, namely? 
vase; and yet it was never named after such an ideia ^ 
mud or slime ; for it is radically the same as the word 
vesiel, which was called after water. Vase and tpossef ^ 
are also kindred forms, as it is easy to perceive. 

Judging from what we have now seen, we may safely 
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sert, that in no language was the sea ever called after 
eh an idea as dead or death. Even si^ch an idea as 
^ express by the word marsh has not the meaning of 
ath, nor any other than that of water ; but conven- 
►nally standing water. 



CHAPTER XXVII. 

b:er instances op the advantage to be derived from 
Knowing the primary signification of the idea 
Water. 

we now want to add other proofs of the advantage 
our system to all we have hitherto produced, we need 
'y open M. Littre^s valuable dictionary, and transcribe, 

one proof, his etymology of ivre, which, the reader 
U please to recollect, I have traced to the idea drink : 
Ety. Berry, ehriat; Proven9. iber, ivre; Espagn. et 
rtug. ebrio ; Ital. ebhro, ebro; du Lat. ebrius, qui 
'Ut, d^apres les etymologistes Latins, de ^, hors, et 
«, sorte de mesure : mot ^ mot, qui est hors de la 
^ure. Mais ce qui rend cette etymologic peu sure, 
St que hria est un mot probablement etranger et recent, 
peut-etre douteux, car on lit aussi ehria et hebria au 
Ji de bria, Le Berry dit ebriat, qui parait representer 
Latin ebriacus.^' Of course, ebriat represents ebriacus, 
d so do all and each of the above words represent both 
*iacus and ebriic»; but this is not. telling us what tha 

o 2 
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primary signification of any of these forms of the same 
word may he. An attempt has, however, heen made to 
give us the primary signification of ebrius ; hut it has 
})titen only an attempt, and a very silly one too; and it has 
heen wisely rejected hy M. Littre, though his reason for 
doing so is no proof that he knows any thing of the 
origin of language. Allow me, dear reader, to tell him 
that every initial vowel may or may not be aspirated, so 
that one-half of his countrymen might pronounce hehfia 
instead of ebria ; which arises from the common ten- 
dency that prevails with almost all people to aspirate 
initial vowels. Hence such an aspirate should neoef 
be regarded as belonging, in any way, to the root of 
a word. But let us take advantage of what is here 
admitted, namely, that hria is also written ebria; for 
this confirms one of our rules, namely, that initial conso- 
nants have vowels understood before them. When we do 
therefore prefix a vowel to words beginning with h that 
do in any way relate to the idea drink y we may find them 
to be but different forms of ivre or ebrius. Witness 
beer in English, bier in German, and biere in French, 
none of which can, when ^ or ^ is prefixed, differ from 
ivre or the ebr of ebrius. Thus, as every combination of 
vowels may be reduced to a single vowel or to any other 
combination of vowels, we discover in the French verb 
boire a form equal to beer^ bier, or biere. 

And this knowledge will greatly serve the etymolo-l 
gist, and enable him to detect some serious mistakes i** 
the assumed derivation of certain words. Only witness 
the following, which I transcribe from M. Baudry ^ 
learned work, entitled " Grammaire Comparee des La^' 
gues Classiques,^^ p. 77 : " Olvo<; se rapporte en Sanscritij 
soit, selon M. Kuhn, au Vedique vaina (aimable), epitb^^ 
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na ; soit, selon M. Pott, k la racine vjai (tegere, 
qui a fait le Latin vieo, d^oii vimen et vitis, et a 
mer vinum de vitis. Le Grec ne compte de mots 
•ondants a vieo et vimen que Irv^ (circonference), 
saule). L^absence de mot analogue signifiant 
' en Grec, qui aurait ^t^ n^cessaire pour donner 
. deriv^ oZi/09, nous fait done pencher vers la pre- 
3xplication/^ 

3 are several serious mistakes, made by three very 
I men. Thus, M. Kuhn traces wine to a Sanskrit 
vaina) which is explained amiable ; and M. Pott 
it to another Sanskrit word or root (vjai) which 
ean in Latin either tegere or texere ; that is, wine 
ccording to this view, be what covers, weaves, or 
bhe reader being left to choose any one of the 
widely different meanings allowed to tegere or 
but the meaning of binding seems to be pre- 
fer the Sanskrit root (vjai) is regarded as the 
1 of the Latin vieo, which means to bind with 
vigs, whence, we are told, come the nouns vimen, 
r twig, and vitis, a vine, and consequently wine. 
. Baudry, instead of rejecting both these explana- 
eels inclined to accept the first, there being no 
I Greek for vine corresponding with either vieo or 

as wine is a drink, and as we have proved this 
be traceable to water, we at once perceive in the 
' drink a form no way different from the vin of 
because J9 and V do constantly interchange. And 
re now apply to the vit of vitis {a, vine) our rule 
says that a vowel may or may not receive a nasal 
we discover in this word vit the vi?it of vintage. 
vit of vitis we have also the vit of vita, Latm oi 
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life, after which idea water has been called, just as drin 
has been called after the idea water. In vita we al 
see the French vitCy quick, an idea of which we W 
already traced the name to that of water. And as ! 
is equal to voit, and thence to vat, we get in the name 
the latter a well-known vessel for holding wine ai 
other liquids ; by which we see that it is but anoth 
word for water, and that it has, like vase^ been so callc 
because of the use made of it. Vat is also the radk 
part of vatety which in Danish means water. We shi 
see in the proper place why this word vater means ali 
as in German, father. 

Even uva, a grape, can be traced to water, for it 
radically the same as uvor^ which means humidity \ b 
the English word grape has a different origin; it 
allied to such ideas as grouj), grab, &c., and is therefc 
traceable to the hand. Hence grapj^e, a bunch, appl 
to currants as well as to grapes. 

As to the Sanskrit word vaina (amiable), to whi 
idea M. Kuhn traces wine ; we must admit that it is 
form radically the same as vinea and vinum, but not 
meaning, which is always required for confirming ^ 
truth of an etymology. I can, however, account 
such an idea as is expressed by the French word aima 
bearing a close resemblance to one meaning wine, 
order to make this very apparent, let us observe that 
Spanish vinum is not only writtien vino but also b\ 
which, from O being here, as usual, understood witl 
cannot differ from boino, nor boinOy when its % is dropj 
from bonOy which means good; and this idea is also oj 
represented by such words as kind and amiable. An 
we wish to know why wine and goodness should 
named alike, we need only observe that wine was ca 
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after water, and water after life, and life after the sup- 
posed author of existence and of all that is good, that is, 
after God, once a name of the sun. And if we now allow 
the and 1 of bono to coalesce, we shall ottain Ct, and 
thus bring hoino equal to hanOy which is the Spanish of 
bath; and this word, as we have already shown, means 
water, the idea to which wine is traceable. Another 
word equal to Ian is the Greek ^aivto, which implies 
motion, since it means to walk, go, come, &c. ; and water 
also has this meaning of motion, and of which I have 
given several very conclusive proofs. 

The word bain just noticed, and shown to be, like 
hathy but another word for water, cannot diflfer from 
the French bien, for the reason that one combination of 
vowels is equal to another as well as to any single vowel. 
But bain and bien are so diflferent in meaning, that the 
equality in the value of their form must be ascribed to 
the circumstance of their belonging to the same division 
of language. Hence, from bath being a word for water, 
and from this idea having been called after life, and life 
after its supposed author, the sun, we see how it might 
»e expressed by a word signifying God or good. And 
ftis happens, since the ben of bene (Latin of bien) is for 
the hon of bonus. And this etymology is confirmed by 
the word welly which is not only the English of bien and 
^^1^, but is also, like bain, expressive of water. We 
^ay therefore regard the p o{ puteus (Lsitm of well) as 
heing here for the aspirate, by which puteus is brought 
equal to huteus, and hnteus to hudeus, that is, vha^, the 
elder form of vhcop, water. 

Another form of bene is belle, and here too we have the 
English word well, since B is constantly represented by 
^i witness Bill and Will, each the familiar of W\\kiaxcL\ 



200 Origin of Language and Myths. 

so that the hell of helU cannot differ from well. Another 
form of well is weal^ as is shown by the public weal beii^ 
the same as the public good, and this too is confirmed 
by its Latin and French equivalents, bonum pu6licum,BSid 
bien public. And as Bon was once a name of the sun, 
then revered as God, even so was Bel. 

We now see why bai?i and bien, though so different in 
meaning, make only one word ; and which is confirmed 
by well, when considered both as a noun and an adverb. 

But I have still other proofs to add to the above, 
and which serve to show that even blood is traceable to 
water. In Gaelic /uil means blood; but as its i mus^ 
be for 01, and as 01 must, when these two signs coalesce, • 
be for d, it follows that /uil is equal to /ual, and, on 
looking out for this word in the Gaelic side of xny 
dictionary, for I know not what it means, I find ^^ 
rendered thus into English : '^ urine, water /^ We m^J> 
therefore, conclude, that /nil and /ual have not b^^ 
made to differ in form as they do — and the difference ^ 
very slight — but for the sake of distinction. 

I have still another proof that blood has been call^^ 
after water. In blood and flood (Saxon blod and flt^^) 
we have two words precisely equal to each other in fo»:*^* 
for B and F do often interchange (compare brother s^^^ 
f rater)', but equality in form is not suflScient, tL^^^ 
must be an agreement in sense to prove the truth of ^^ 
etymology. Now, Johnson gives the following defi.'^^' 
tion of blood: '^The red liquor that circulates in '€:>^® 
bodies of animals.^^ In this word liquor it is not difiie '•^^ 
to perceive the Latin of water, for its radical part, iqt^^^f 
is the same as oequor, which is a general name for wat:^^^' 
and, as shown farther back, is radically the same as aq^^^' 
Hence^ from blood being a liquor, it is a liquid, a^^" 
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>iisequently that which flows^ and as a flood is a flow, 
' follows that, primarily considered, the two words hlood 
yA flood make but one. This etymology is further con- 
fined by the Greek word fiporo^, which is thus explained 
r" Donnegan : " gore, clotted blood. Thema {poTo<;) piwy 

> flow, )8, -^olian, for the aspirate.^' 

Ifow, from )8/ooT09 having, through meaning clotted 
ood, for its root peoD, to flow, there can be no longer 
ly doubt of its having at first been called after water; 
►tiventionally, red water. 

I am now enabled to make an etymology which, 
ithout the knowledge just obtained, could never be 
lown. Greek scholars cannot find the root of poSov, 
"^ose. And why so ? Because no one could ever suppose 
should have such a root as pe®, to flow, which implies 
lat its origin is to be traced to water. And what rela- 
onship could any philologist think of finding between 
^ose and water ? These two ideas are, however, allied 

> each other in name, even as much so as are rain and 
^fer. And this is how it happens : Wine, as just 
^own, has been called after water, and so has blood ; 
^d this being, from what we have seen, undeniable, it 
Hows that an idea called after blood must be designated 
'' a word radically the same as one meaning water, 
ow blood is redy and so is a rose; and this flower has 
sen named after its colour. But roses, I shall be told, 
e also white, and this is very true; but they are so 
Ually red that np one ever supposes that the poet, when 
' sings of ros^ cheeks, means white ones. When we 
>W leave out the aspirate of rkod (radical part of rhodon) 
e shall have rod, and rod cannot differ from red any 
ore than shovo can from shew. Another form equal to ' 
oth rod and red is the rud of our word ruMy ; «ii<8L rud 
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can no more differ from mth than lurden can ft 

burthen ; and in ruth we have the radical part of kpvi 

Greek of red, and but another form of the rhod of po 

And as tJi and fare equal to each other (compare di7/9a i 

fera) ruth cannot differ from the ruf of rufus. And t 

the ruf of rufus is equal to the rub of ruber, is shown 

each word having the meaning of red. And that th< 

of rhodon is equal to both h and th we see by compar 

udder, uber, and their equivalent in Greek, outhar, 1 

can any of these forms of the rhod of pohov differ from 

rhut of pvTo^, which means streams, running water, & 

But two such forms as pvbqv and pvhov show still m 

clearly that pohov must have for its root peco, to fl 

since such is the root of these two adverbs, pvhqv \ 

pviov, as every one knows; and they have the sa 

meaning, that of flowing, but conventionally, flow 

abundantly, affluenter. 

The reader needs not now be told why in ros and / 
we have the same word ; for he knows from what 
been just shown, that rosa has been named from 
colour, and consequently after blood ; and that from bl 
having been named after water, a rose is necessa 
expressed by a word of the same meaning, and wl 
is also the meaning of ros (dew) in all languages. I 
evident this must seem to the French student, sine 
rose means the rose, and la rosie means dew ; and s: 
the verb arroser means to water! He can also es 
perceive the identity in form between the Greek w< 
^009 and pov^ (a stream) and roux and its feminine ro\ 
each meaning red, as applied to hair, and of which r 
is but another variety. The identity in form betv 
roseau, a reed, and rousseau, a r^c^-haired man, is 
very apparent ; but reed and red in English must ap 
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still more so. And though the word reed does not 
signify moisture under its present form, we should observe 
that it cannot diflfer from rood any more than bleed can 
from blood, or feed can from food, or breed can from brood. 
B^ed might have been therefore written rood, or, as it is 
in Saxon, reod, and from which such a word as rhut cannot 
differ; yet rhnt is the radical part of rhutos, which in 
Greek means streams, running water, &c., as shown 
above; and its root is peo), to flow. But as reod (Saxon 
of reed) cannot, any more than reed, differ from red, this 
were suflScient to show that reed implies moisture, since 
this is the primary sense of red, from the idea so named 
having been called after blood, and blood after liquor or 
water. 

To these proofs that reed has been called after water. 
We should add the fact that its French representative 
''^OBeau, and which bears so close a resemblance to rumeau, 
IS allowed by French etymologists to have been named 
after the element in which it grows. Thus De Roquefort 
^ys : '^ Roseau, plante qui croit dans Feau et qui en prend 
son nom.^' Hence reed is correctly defined " an aquatic 
plant.''' 

So much for the primary signification of pohov, which 
^i I say, that of blood ; a signification which must have 
oeen long since lost, for it is not to be found in Greek 
^ctionaries, not even in M. Regnier's last edition of " Le 
^dTdin des Eacines Grecs" And this learned Greek 
scholar is not one to shrink from attempting the etymo- 
logy of a word, however diflScult to find it may appear. 
'fitness his giving eXij for the root of"HXto9; which 
^ equal to his telling us that the sun was called after 
^wo of its own children, for light and heat, which fs 
^ne meaning assigned to eX?;, must have come from t\!L<& 
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-sun, and not the sun from light and heat, which is taking 
two derivatives for the original, a common fault with aU 
philologists. But I have, I believe, noticed this mistake 
already. 

I learn from De Roquefort that Varro derives the 
Latin rosa from its Greek name rhodon ; but he did not 
know that both words had peon for their root, from their 
having been called after blood. But unless we allow the 
Latin tongue to be a mere dialect of the Greek, we cs^" 
not suppose rosa to be derived from rhodon. The Latins 
had, in all probability, a word of their own for the rose, 
long before they began to borrow any thing, in the w^y 
of language, from the Greeks. But the fact that Varto 
knew nothing of the primary sense of either rosa oT 
rhodon y and that since his time no one has been any vnseXy 
serves to show how long the etjinology of a word nx^J 
remain unknown. He died some twenty-six years b^ 
fore the Christian era. 

This discovery of the origin of the idea rose, has, ^ 
the reader may recollect, grown out of my etymology <^^ 
wine, which, it would seem, no one has thought of traciti^ 
to water. But such an origin for wine ought not to 
surprise us, when we find ardent spirits traced to tb^ 
same source. Witness whisky ^ which, as every o^^ 
knows, is both the Irish and Gaelic of water, uisff^' 
Witness also the French eau de vie, literally water oflif^^ 
in English brandy ; the latter being a corruption of tb^ 
two words burned wine. As to rum, it is, I have no doubts 
also traceable to water. Webster gives no etymology ^* 
it, and Johnson admits that he does not know its origin- 
Here is all he says of this word : '^ rum, a kind of spirits 
distilled from molasses. I know not how derived. Roentef 
in Dutch is a drinking-glass.^* We now see the ad van- 
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tage of the discovery made farther back, namely, that 
vessels relating to drinks or liquids have been called after 
Water; for if Johnson had happened to have this know- 
ledge, he would have at once perceived, that from roemer 
^eanin^ a drinking-glass, and from its radical part, roeniy 
l>eariiig so close a resemblance to rum, the spirit in ques- 
^^on was called after water. And this he would confirm 
V the Greek pviia^ or, as it is also written, pevfui, which 
^eans a stream, a current, a flowing, a flux, &c., having 
^^ its root /3ec», to flow. The ream of stream, and the 
^^ of its German equivalent, strom^ would also confirm 
^e truth of such a derivation. 

And as oZi/09 means not only wine but several other 
J^xids of drink, this ought to serve to prove that it 
'^Vist have once meant water, man^s first and universal 
-Terage. Donnegan explains it thus : ^^ oZi/09, wine, also 
tind of beer made from wheat, from barley; palm wine; 
place where wine is sold. Etymon, with f, vinuni, in 
^tin; and the name was given to liquors made from 
^e juices of several fruits, as cider, &c.'^ And as to this 
ord cider^ I have every reason to suppose that it is the 
I'eek word vScop itself; that is, water, for it has been 
so written cyder, of which the C is for the aspirate or 
^If of H, once made thus J-( ; and y is, as every one 
c>.ows, for the Greek v. And cider has been also a word 
^i" drinks in general— conventionally, strong drinks, 
-ccording to Donnegan, it was, with the Greeks, even a 
ord for wine ; but in England this drink was, it ap- 
Sars, an exception. Thus, Johnson^s definition of it is, 
-All kind of strong liquors except wine. This sense is 
ow wholly obsolete.^^ 

Prom all this it is made self-evident that the word 
^e is not, as Kuhn has been led to imagine, in any wa,^ 
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related to a Sanskrit word {vaina) meaning amiable; 
nor to any of the different acceptations of te^ere and 
texere, which is M. Pott's opinion ; but that its primary 
sense was drink, and hence water. 

The intelligent reader will now, I dare hope, admit, 
that whilst noticing M. Max Miiller's second opinion of 
the origin of the idea sea under its Latin name mare, 1 
have been so fortunate as to make several important ety- 
mologies. M. Max Miiller's great mistake lies in giving 
to words for the sea very different meanings, whilst they 
have all but one and the same meaning — ^that of water. 
" OaKaaaa/' he says, '^ has long been proved to be a 
dialectical form of Odpaaaa or rdpaaaa, expressing the 
troubled waves of the sea, irdpa^e Se irovrov IIoaetJ6&v^ !^ 

This learned gentleman does not seem to be aware 
that a\9 and OaKaaaa have precisely the same meanings 
the aspirate in a\9 having been replaced by the fl, so 
that it is by this means brought equal to da\9, which, 
when the vowel due between \ and 9 is supplied, becomes 
da\a9, and this, with the common ending a, becomes 
OcbKaaa, which when the S was doubled, as is usual, pro- 
duced OaKaaaa. It is therefore a mistake to suppose that 
OdXaa-a-a is a dialectical form of either of the assumed 
words Odpaaaa or rdpaaaa. In common with all words 
meaning the sea, it signifies motion, for the reason 
that it has been called after water, and water after 
life, which always implies motion, agitation, &c., as we 
have already often shown. It was, no doubt, the verb 
rapdaa-o) (to stir, disturb, &c.) that first led Greek 
scholars to suppose that OdXaaaa must have been at one 
time or other Odpaaaa or rdpaaaa ; but had there never 
been such a word as rapdaaoD, BaKaa-a-a would be, both 

• " Chips from a Qermon Workshop," vol. ii. p. 47. 
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in form and meanings just as it is at present. But is 
there any difference between the doKaaa of OaKaaaa 
and the Tapaaa of rdpaatrw ? None whatever ; they are, 
because of the interchange of 1 and r, as equal to each 
other as the sat of Sally is to the aar of Sarah, And this 
radical identity of two such words, the one meaning the 
sea and the other commotion, confirms what I have 
already shown many times, namely, that every word trace- 
able to one meaning water, such as sea and oceaiiy must 
be significant of motion, for the reason that water has 
been called after life, which it serves, as well as bread, 
to support ; and life is motion. 

Hdvro^y which is another word for sea, has also, from 
its resemblance to the iMim pons (a bridge) led M. Max 
Miiller and other learned Germans to suppose that it 
meant originally a way across the sea, ^' a high road,^^ in 
short. But when, according to the rule we have already 
often applied, the first O of ttovto^ loses its nasal sound, 
this word will become ttoto?, which means d/rinhy an 
idea called after water, man's universal beverage. This 
etymology is confirmed by the Latin of 7roi/T09, that 
^^ipontus, which gives also, when the nasal sound of its 
is dropped, another word for drink, namely, potus. 
M. Max Miiller says also that pontus comes from the 
same source from which we havej»(?;w, a bridge. This 

• 

IS very true; but does he know why? No; for if he 
did, he would know the original meaning of irovro^ and 
pontus. As a bridge is used for a passage over water, it 
bas in Latin been called after water ; and such also is 
the origin of its French equivalent, j»<?w^, formed from the 
ablative otpons. The English jd(?^^ is still the same word, 
so that it might as well mean a sea or a river as what it 
does mean. Its Greek equivalent is some proof of tha 
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truth of this assertion, for it is Xl^ivqy which, as I ha* 
occasion to show farther back, cannot diflFer from flume^^ 
a river. Aifivrj is even sometimes used in the sense of se^s 

The Saxon of bridge, which is not only iric^ but als< 
br?^, seems to confirm my etymology of pons ; for bri^ 
is the name of a sailing-vessel, which idea has been callec 
after water, whether meaning a vessel on sea or one foi 
holding liquids, and of which the jsot of pottis (a drink) 
is a plain instance. We see even in pot y when it is reaxl 
as in Hebrew, from right to left, the top of toper ^ a 
drunkard. These views are further confirmed by the 
subjoined observation made by Johnson under the word 
brig : '^ And possibly also brix is derived from the Saxon 
bricg, a bridge; which to this day, in the northern 
counties is called a brigg, and not a bridge.^' 

But how are we to analyze brig, so as to make sense of 
it ? If we regard its 6r as equal to bev, which is the root 
of the Saxon verb beran, to bear; and its iff as equal 
to (Zg, root of agua, Portuguese and Spanish of aqu^f 
we shall have the two words bear and water; so that a 
bridge may, according to this analysis, mean what bears 
on water. As the ber of the Saxon beran cannot differ 
from the^^r oifero in Latin, which also means to bear, 
the signification of this analysis will be still the same. 

The analysis of yi(f)vpa, Greek of bridge, lies on the 
surface. It meant originally, says Donnegan, '^ a dam; 
dyke, or mound ; the space between hostile armies; a 
wall — generally a bridge, an isthmus.^^ And according 
to Damm, it§ origin is yea (f)€p<o ; that is, eartA and the 
verb to bear. This is very good, for, as a dam is a mound 
of earth, and as it serves as a protection against water^ 
bridge may have been very well called after it, as it also 
protects against water. It might be thought that thi^ 
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lerivation would also apply to the Saxon hrig ; for ^ea 
cnay have first been arfeay vowels being often under- 
stood before initial consonants; and its root would 
tlien be ig. But as brig would, according to this view^ 
te composed of a Saxon and a Greek word, we should 
obtain what can be seldom approved of, a mixed 
etymology. 

The following, from M. Max MuUer, calls for other 
observations. ^^ The Greeks, who of all Aryan nations 
were most familiar with the sea, called it not the dead 
water, but thalassa (tarasso), the commotion, halsy the 
briny, pelagos (plazo), pontos, the high road^.^' 

I have already disposed of thalassa and tarasso ; but 
f^k requires another observation in addition to what I 
^ave just said of it. We are, by what is here stated, 
allowed to understand that the Greeks called the sea after 
^It (hals) which no people ever did; but all nations 
We called salt after the sea; so that when salt is traced 
^ its source, it may be said to mean water, since this is 
the original meaning of sea. 

As ioplazd, it is no way related to pelagos in meaning, 
though put in a parenthesis after this word ; it means 
^0 more than to drive about or lead astray. But when 
We take the pel of pelagos as being the original of the 
'''Xe of TrXeo? and ^^Iso of the pie of the Latin plenus, each 
^f which means^^^^^ ; and when we then observe that the 
^9os (the remaining part of pelagos) cannot differ from 
djuosj which must have been, as well as aqua, a substan- 
tive form of aquosus (watery) ; it follows, that pelagos 
will, when its parts are so explained, mean full water ; 
or, if you will,y^^^ sea or full ocean; for there is no fiinda- 

« Lectures, 2nd Series, p. 321. 
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mental diflference in meaning, as I have already stb^ 
between water, sea, and ocean. 

Now, on having given the above derivation of TreX/iy^ 
I have looked into several Greek dictionaries in order 
see if in any of them I might discover an eiymology ' 
this word ; but on this particular point I find them a 
equally silent. M. Regnier gives under o)/«59, whic 
means swift, rapid, &c., several of its derivatives, but I 
never alludes to co^eai/o?, though it is radically the san 
word ; and it is for the reason that water implies motio: 
of which this fine Greek scholar was not aware, becaiu 
not knowing any thing of the origin of language. 

I find, however, in Alexandre's dictionary somethiu 
very worthy of observation. Though he does not attem] 
to give an etymology otpelagos, his second explanatic 
of it is pleine mer, which accords exactly with the dei 
vation I have given of this word, though it did not occi 
to me while I was analyzing it, that pleine mer is t] 
usual representation in French of the idea expressed 1 
pelagos. 

I learn also from M. Max Miiller that the great phi 
logist Bopp, assigned, as he does himself in common wi 
other learned Germans, the meaning of high road 
pontus. This is sufficiently shown by the foUowin 
'^ That high roads were not unknown [to the Aiyai 
appears from Sanskrit path, pathi, panthan, and p&th 
all names for road, the Greek Traro?, the Gothic f 
which Bopp believes to be identical with Latin po 
pontis, and Slavonic ponti ^" 

Now, to what are we to ascribe those mistakes, nu 
by men who studied language so long and so serious! 
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^liy, for instance, have they been led to confound such 
rord as path with one meaning water ? For this simple 
ason, that a path is a passage. It has been named 
ter the verb to pass, which, like wat^r, implies motion. 
ideed,j»fl^^y^ does not diflFer any more from pas or passy 
mn doth and does can differ from each other. A plainer 
astance than this is afforded by the word alley, which 
8 also a passage, for its French equivalent is alUe, of 
wrhich the original is allefy to go. And to go implies 
motion. Hence the hain of the Greek word hain6, is the 
I'rench of hath, whilst haino means to move, to come or 
to go. For the same reason there can be no difference 
in English between hath ajid path. 

It is now very easy to perceive that rue, French of 
street, has for its root pio), to flow, not because a street 
^ been called after water, but because all words mean- 
^g water must mean motion also ; and a street is a 
place in a town through which people move or pass, and 
It IS consequently a passage. This etymology is con- 
firmed by pv/JLTf which means both a street and a current. 
The French and English words route and road have the 
same primary sense as rue. But French etymologists 
derive route from the Latin ruptUy and rue from route. 
The rhut of the Greek pirro?, which means running 
Waters, &c., is still the same word, and it is justly traced 
for its root to ^eo), to flow. 

Very different in form from all these words is way, in 
English ; but when we observe that its y is the same as 
^ (witness its German equivalent weg), we see that it . 
cannot differ from wagy which is the same as the vag of 
^he old Latin verb vagare to wander ; nor is it different 
from vague, French of wave. And as we have in vague 
^^d wave the same word, for gu is constantly le^x^- 

p 2 
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sented by VOy vague might have been vawe, and con J 
quently vave or wave ; whence it follows, from the X) a. 
W being in these words but representatives of the as] 
rate, that vague (this other form of wav^ is for ague, 
which we see both the ag of ago (to act) and agua^ t 
Italian oi aqua. And since the Sanskrit W is oft 
represented by M in Latin (compare wari and mare, ai 
the English wich with its French equivalent mechi) 
follows that in wave and move we have the same woi 
for between the d in the one and the in the oth 
there is no difference. 

Chemin, French of way, appears to oflFer an excepti( 
to all and each of the above results; but when we obser 
that its c]i may be reduced to C (compare chat and ca 
and that its e is not only equal to but to 01 or d, ^ 
prove chemin to be equal to the carnm of the Italic 
camminOy of which the Tift might not be doubled : ai 
the same may be said of camminare. Now, as the fir 
of these two words means a way, and as the second meai 
to walk, and as they are radically equal, we thus see ho 
the same word may signify a way, and also to walk, ^ 
should further observe, that in the camin here notice 
we have both the German hommen and its English eqiJ 

« 

yalent come, each of which is expressive of motion®. B' 
where is the water ? From all we have thus far see 
the water cannot be difficult to find. I have alrea( 
shown, more than once, that neither the aspirate A ii( 
any of its substitutes should be regarded as belongini 
in any way, to the radical part of a word. Now, as tl 
ch of chemin serves to represent the- aspirate A, wlii( 
must have been so pronounced by some persons, we a: 

• Chimney and its Italian and French forms, cammino and chemin* 
are also but other words for way. 
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to leave it out altogether, and so reduce chemin to emiriy 
which, from its e being equal to 0, and to oi^ and 0% 
to O^^ cannot differ from amin; and this is the radical 
part, but not the root, of aminis, at present written, from 
its first I having been dropped, amnisy Latin of river. 
Now the root of amnis is a7n, which, being another form 
of the verb be, implies existence or life ; and after this 
idea, as I have often shown, water has been called. Be 
it also observed, that as am is the same as oim, we obtain 
by the dropping of its I, om, one of the thousand names 
of the sun and of Buddha, the supposed author of life. 
But when it is not the 1 of o'lm we drop but the 0, we 
shall then obtain m, Hebrew of water, so called from its 
being a support of life. And though I have already 
often said and proved that every word meaning river 
must have first grown out of one meaning water, it may 
iiot be thought out of place if I do so again, as this 
may be shown very clearly from the word amnis itself, 
and not only by regarding im, Hebrew of water, as 
e^iual to am, root of amnis, but by showing how the 
word amnis itself has been used in the sense of water, 
and of which Quecherat quotes several instances. Thus, 
from Tacitus, amnis fluminis, the water of a river; even 
Water poured into a basin, as shown from Virgil, amnis 
^^hri^fusus. And as I have referred to the word flow as 
leaning both river and water, Quecherat gives an in- 
stance from Palladius, of amnis having also this mean- 
^^g; thus, amnis musti is \hQ flowing of new wine. 

This instance of amnis being significant of flowing, 
confirms the truth of the statement made above, as to 
^'^nis having first been aminis, and which is according 
to one of my rules, namely, that when two consonants 
Come together they have often a vowel understood be- 
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tween them ; for the verbal form of amnie is mano, "i 
flow, which, as an initial consonant may be preceded bi 
a vowel, is equal to amanOy and of amano the radical par" 
aman, cannot, as the vowels are all equal to one anoth^: 
di£Per from the amin of aminis, now written amnis. 

These few last etymologies have been suggested \p 
that passage of M. Max Miiller's, in which he shovw 
that both himself and other learned Germans assign t 
ir6vT0^ in Greek and pontus in Latin the meaning of hig* 
road. The question now is, by what means could th&, 
have avoided making so gross a mistake? by merel 
knowing that words signifying water, river, sea, or ocear 
may signify also road, way, or path ; and sometimes 
bridge, but not always, as we have seen by ye<(>vpa. Ba 
how could men who knew nothing of the primary signi 
fication of water, know that a road must have heen 
signified in the same way ? Their total want of iW 
knowledge was the cause of their mistake. If they hai 
known that water was called after life, which implie 
motion ; and that a road, from its being that upon whic 
people ^0 and necesssLvily move ^ was called after its use 
they could not help perceiving that these two ver 
different ideas (water and road) must have been expresse 
by words that were, in meaning y radically the same, ho^ 
ever widely they might differ in form. 
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CHAPTER XXVIII. 

x:nstancb op the advantage to be derived from 
^:b^owiNG that one vowel is not only equal to 
cnt other vowel, but even to any combination 

^:P' vowels. M. LITTRE^S FAULTY ETYMOLOGY OP THE 

^ouN BOUCHER. 

CE5 general opinion seems to be, that the French of 
tcher (boucher) has been called after louche (the 
>uth). But Renouard, and others before him, assign 
ho%ch&r a very different origin — that of houc, in Eng- 
5h a buck-goat, and which so high an authority as M. 
ifctre accepts with approval. Thus, after showing its 
fferent forms in several languages and their dialects, 
lis celebrated philologist gives the following etymology 
f houcher. " Une analogic apparente semble d^abord 
idiquer houche comme primitif de boucher; mais TitaJien 
^ocaio s^y oppose. Remarquant que becco en italien 
^uifie bouCy et que la forme frangaise et la forme pro- 
^en9ale peuvent etre sans peine rattachees k bouc, on 
wJceptera cette etymologic, qui, indiquee avant Renouard, 
^ ete etablie par lui. Le boucher est proprement le tueur 
ie houcs (la partie pour le tout). Ainsi, pour le mot 
^oucherie, ^ cote de bocaria, le proven9al avait brecaria 
9^ij venant de berbex, signifie proprement la tuerie des 
'^febis (encore la partie pour le tout) . Bien qu^il semble 
tres^etrange que le boucher ait etc nomme d^apres le bouc 
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ou chevreau, cependant, etymologiquement, il n^y a aucU 
moyen d^ecarter Pitalien heccaioy ni de rapporter le pr^ 
ven5al bochier et le frangais boucher h, boucheJ^ 

According to this reasoning, a boucher was named aft^ 
a bouc or buck ; but M. Littre mistakes, as he will soo" 
see. For the present I do not intend to notice the Frene- 
of mouth, that is^ bouche, in order to see if the two idea 
(bouche and boucher) be any way related j but this 
may do when I have shown that a boucher was neve 
called after a bouc. 

On first reading M. Littre^s etymology of the noai 
boucher, I started, and felt just as I did on reading H 
Max Miiller^s etymology of aouL And I said to myseU 
This cannot be orthodox. I could not, however, ba 
admit that the words bouc and boucher are radically tb.< 
same. But this, I knew, was no proof that either ide- 
was called after the other. I therefore looked out fo 
other words radically the same as boucher, to try if aa^ 
of them was expressive of a similar idea. I saw th* 
neither bouchon (a cork) nor buche (a log of wood) couk 
be in any way related to the idea expressed by boucher 
though they too are, as well as bouc, radically the sarni 
word. Nor could biche, any more than bouchon or buche 
appear related to boucher. But on taking the word bech 
(a spade), or, as it has been also written, besche, I wai 
obliged to make a longer pause than when I tried ho\^ 
far any other word might suit. And why so ? Becaus( 
a beche is that which cuts, and so is a butcher. Cutting 
or chopping is his constant employment. In order t< 
prove the radical identity of two such words as beche anc 
bouche, we have only to recollect that one vowel is nol 
only equal to any other vowel, but to any combination o: 
vowels^ so that the e of beche and the OU of bowche] 



Origin of Language and Myths. 217 

have so evidently the same power that they cannot differ 
from each other in signification save conventionally. 
But there is, it may be remarked, no S in houcher, though 
there is one understood in beche^ as the circumflex over 
its 6 serves to show. This should not, however, be re- 
garded as an objection of any importance ; for in French 
ck and sch are precisely equal to each other. Hence I 
find in M. Littre^s dictionary the following passage : 
^^ Li rois une beche tenoit, qui d^autre mestier ne ser- 
voit.^^ 

Here there is no circumflex over the 6 of hechey to in- 
dicate the absence of an S. And in French of the six- 
teenth century M. Littr^ quotes also the following, 
under the verb becher, " Ce soldat bechoit en la terre 
avec plusieurs autres, pour la porter sur les remparts.^^ 
Here too is an instance of ch being used instead of schy 
there being no circumflex over the 6 of bechoit. It is, 
therefore, evident that beche has been written without 
an S as well as with it, just as boucher is at present. 
Hence the verb boucher (to stop a hole) has been also 
written bouschety as M. Littre shows, though it is not 
so any longer. 

Let us now show how boucher must, from its being 
radically the same as beche (a spade), have for its primary 
signification that of one who cuts or chops; in other 
words, a cutter or chopper, 

Kreourgos {Kpeovfyy6<;) is thus explained by Donnegan : 
^' A cutter or chopper of flesh, a butcher.^^ But this 
authority does not give the analysis of Kreourgos. It 
is, however, sufficient to know that it means a cutter 
or chopper of flesh, and consequently a butcher. Accord- 
ing to this definition kreourgos must, when radically 
considered, be composed of two parts, one for flesh and 
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the other for cutter or chopper. Hence the ht oi 
kreourgos must be for kreas {xpeasi) , flesh ; and the oufj 
of the second part, ourgosy must be for orux {Spv^), g&oX" 
tive urgoB; which is explained "a hoe, a spade/* Aa^ 
as a hoe or spade is that which cuts, it follows that hr^' 
ourgosy 2i> butcher, means a flesh cutter. Another of ib-C 
meanings assigned to opv^j is that of the sword fisb^ 
which is also a striking confirmation of the truth of thes^ 
etymologies ; for spada, which cannot diflfer from spad^^ 
is both the Saxon and Italian of sword; and in th-^ 
Swedish and Danish Languages, spade is the woro- 
sword itself. In Spanish, too, espada, which is radx— 
cally our word spade, means a sword; and that tb.^ 
original sense of sword is that of cutting y the words icifin^iO 
and /co7rt9 sufficiently prove, for they are evidently (Hi-^ 
and the same word ; yet the first means to cut, and th-^ 
second a sword or dagger. This also allows us to peir— 
ceive that the word dagger cannot differ from digge^^* 
And as a digger is one that cuts the earth with a spad^^ ^ 
it follows that a dagger may be defined a cutter. Hencr ^ 
atiy word meaning to cut might have meant a butchei 
The noun orukter [opvicnfip) signifies therefore a diggei 
and also a ^XovLglU'Share, and consequently a cutting 
instrument; and its radical part, oruk, becomes by trans 
position ourk, which is equal to the ourg of krecwr^M 
And this is an additional proof that the ourgos of kre^ — ^ 
ourgos means a cutter. But may not the ourg of ourgo--^^ 
be another form of the ep^ of epyovy which means wort — ^ 
It must be admitted that the ourg of ourgos is equi 
to the erg of ergon (work) ; and hence an eminent 
scholar (Alexandre) has in his dictionary explained 
ourgos (a butcher) as meaning 2l flesh-worker. But it 
a mistake; and the cause of the ideas cut and wor^ 
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being in Greek expressed by words radically the same, 
nust be ascribed to the fact that both come from the 
iaine source — the hand. 

The Latin verb lanio means to cut in pieces ; but 
^hen a noun, it means, as well as lanius, a butcher ; so 
ha-fc in this language, as well as in Greek, a butcher is 
Clatter. 

If we consult other languages, the result will be still 
lie same. Thus metzger is in German a butcher, and 
ts radical part metz means, according to Doctor Schu- 
5teir*s dictionary, " celui qui taille ; ^' that is, he who 
juts j in other words, a cutter. In metzeUy to cut, we see 
fclie same word ; and the reader is justly referred to meS" 
*^> a knife, as a word to be compared with metzen, for 
ttey are evidently kindred ideas. 

Fleischer and fleischhauer are two other words in 
German for butcher, the first having the literal meaning 
^^flesher ; that is, one who deals in flesh, and the latter 
one who hews flesh, and consequently a flesh-cutter ; for 
^®W — which is but another form of the word hoe — ^means 
^ cut. And as in Spanish cortador means a butcher, it 
^ also literally a cutter, for cortar is in this language 
''l^e verb to cut. 

In order to confirm these etymologies, we need refer 
^Ut to one language more, namely, Flemish, in which 
^ere are three words for butcher : alaytety been-hower 
•^d vleesch'houwer ; that is, literally, slayer, bone-hewer, 
'^d flesh-hewer. 

Now it was not without a very considerable show of 
^ason that boucher has been derived both from bouche and 
*ottc, for it is not only in French that bouche and boucher 
^^e so much alike, but in Italian also. Thus, becco is 
^qual to bocco (the mouth), and it means a bouc also* But 
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there is another word in Italian for hecco which meas 
bouc, but not the mouth ; and it serves to confirm e 
thus far said of houcher. This word is hecconCy and 
does not differ from becco but conventionally, its mew 
ing being a large houc. Hence both words are radical] 
the same. But how does heccone confirm all we ha^ 
hitherto said of houcher? By its having also the meania 
of eunuch, and by eunuch being spado in Latin, and b 
its verbal form (spadare) meaning to cut, so that i 
primary signification it does not differ either from spaa 
or houcher. 

Nor does hecco want the meaning of cutting, for i 
cannot differ from the hecca of heccamorti, which means 
digger for the dead, that is a grave-digger ; and as 
digger means one who cuts the ground with a spade, w 
see that a form equal to hecco — the hecca of heccamorti-^ 
means a cutter. But why have not the Italians hecca 
came, that \^ flesh-cutter, since they have hecca-morti 
For a very good reason, namely, that they have thi 
word under another form — that of heccaro, and of whie 
heccaio is the same word softened ; and heccaio means 
butcher. 

We shall see presently the original meanings of hot 
houche and houc, and which have been hitherto unknowr 

I have now done with the French noun houchei 
When the person so called first received this nami 
every one must have known what it meant; but afte 
a time this meaning was forgotten, and it has unti 
now remained undiscovered. French philologists them 
selves have known no more of what it first signifies 
than the learned of other nations. But a foreigner ha 
taken what seems the unpardonahle liberty of discover 
ing it for them. And how has he dared to do this ? B; 



Origin of Language and Myths. 221 

the application of a very simple little rule, as lie has 
shown. But some persons will assure me that the very 
little rule I refer to, and which I am pleased to call 
"^Y own, has been long since known, and even by 
school-boys j for who does hot observe, they will say, 
that one vowel is not only often used for another, but 
even for two or more vowels combined. And this I 
admits and so do I admit that ever since the lid of a 
pot or a kettle,. when the water was in a state of ebulli- 
tion, has been seen to rise up, the power of steam has 
been admitted all over the world ; yet this general ob- 
servation of many ages has not, until a comparatively 
late period, been turned to account. From this it would 
appear that it is a little less diflScult to observe than to 
take advantage of what we do observe, by drawing out 
of it something useful. But most discoveries and their 
results appear, when they become known, so very easy 
and simple as to be thought by none, save a few, scarce 
deserving of notice. 

It is ever Columbus and his ^^^, Yet without this 
little rule, which, from its appearing so very simple, may 
oe regarded with no slight share of indifference, never 
eould the etymology of boucher have been discovered ; 
for who dould imagine there is any relationship whatever 
in meaning between the name of a butcher and that of 
a spade ? I, at least, if I may be allowed to answer for 
Myself, could never, I am sure, have perceived the least 
connexion in meaning between two ideas apparently so 
^nallied. I might, it is true, have discovered the etymo- 
logy of houcher if I knew the original meaning of 
^che or bouc; but the etymology of neither word has 
oeen hitherto known, as I am now going to show, by 
I tracing each word to its source. 
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CHAPTER XXIX. 

ETYMOLOGY OP BOUCHB. 

As louche and houcher are radically the same word ; a-^ 
as a houcher y or butchery means, as we have seen, a cutt^^' 
and as a mouth cuts its food ; it follows that it may t^ 
also said to mean a cutter, or that which cuts ; so th^'' 
it does not, in this respect, differ from either butcher ^^ 
spade, though it was never called after either of the^ 
ideas; nor was either of these ideas ever called aft^^ 
the mouth. Now, as the mouth has been named after tl^^ 
idea expressed by the word cut, and as to cut, as show^^ 
farther back, was named after the hand, it follows th^^ 
an idea called after this member may be signified \p^ 
a word not different from one called after the moutt»-^ 
even when the latter is not taken in the sense of cutte^' 
Witness ward and wordy between which terms their^ 
can be no difference in form ; for as the of word has ^ 
understood, and as the and I make dy word is th»^ 
shown to be equal to ward. Word was, however, caHe^ 
after the mouth ; and wardy which is but another form C^^ 
guard y was called after the hand, whether we take it^^^ 
a noun or as a verb. And as maty French of wordy is equ^- ^ 
to moite (1 being understood with its 0), and as there is ^ 
euphonic tendency to sound an S before such consonant^^ 
as m, Uy Py ty duA W / Moitc cannot, for this reason, diff^ ^ 
from smoitcy which is the elder form of smite y an id^^ 
called after the hand, it being with this member that ^«^^ 
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*^i^e. Another word equal to the French mot, is moth; 
"^^i as this is an insect that cuts into cloth, we see, from 
^s being equal in form to mot in French, that so is it 
'C[ias,l to mouth. This too is confirmed by the Saxon of 
^onth, which is mutk, and this is the radical part of 
^O^c?, which in Greek means, not only a myth or fable, 
W-fc a word also. 

Even the English equivalent of mot in French and 
/iD^o9 in Greek, that is, word, serves to confirm all these 
etymologies ; for, as 'stated above, there is a euphonic 
tendency to prefix an S to several consonants, and of 
which, as we have shown, W happens to be one ; witness 
^^t and sweaty wan and swan ; by which addition of the 
ettptonic S, word becomes sword, and a sword is an 
Instrument that cuts ; witness /cotttg), to cut, and Konrk, 
which means a dagger, a sword, or a knife. But as S is 
no radical part of sword, this weapon must have once 
oeen expressed by word only ; and even by ord, as W does 
nere but replace the aspirate. Hence, in the Swedish 
tongue ord alone means sword, 

lliese etymologies will, I have no doubt, guide the 
pt^ilologist to a great many others hitherto unknown. 
Thus, as th may be replaced by 8, as we see by com- 
paring such words as hath and has, doth and does, it 
loUows that mouth cannot differ from mous, that is, 
^c>2^^^, and which the Germans write maus, in Latin 
^%«. By this we see that mouth and mouse are expressed 
^^e; and now every child can, while judging from 
what he has already seen, tell why it is so. He must 
^ow that it is to be- ascribed to the fact that a mouse 
^ a rodent animal ; so that it may, like the mouth and 
2* ^%oM, be called a cutter. But how are we to account 
fo^ the French souris, which means both a mouse asA «* 
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smile? It is for aou^rat ; that is literally under, inferi^r^fj 
or small rat; so that it does not differ in meaning firo^n 
the Latin mus, but by the addition of a word (%ov) 'to 
mark its inferiority. As to souris, a smile, we can easily 
perceive that it is for an under, small, or inferior laug^t 
Hence, the verb aourire is equal to «wiridere. We m^J 
therefore regard the English smile as for small, lau^l 
being understood. But laugh and m can be nothing 
more than two very different imitations of the sound 
produced by the action of laughing. Hence, la! la! is 
sometimes made to signify the repetition of a laugh; and 
so is ri! ri! 

The etymologies given of moth and mouse I find thus 
confirmed : Dr. Schuster derives moth (in Germain 
motte) from the Gothic matjan, manger; and mouse 
(in German maus) is derived by F. G. Eichhoff and W^* 
De Suckau from meissen, ronger. As to rat, it must b^ 
for the rod of rodere, to gnaw ; the two forms rat an^ 
rod are precisely equal to each other. 

The Greek of mouth, a-rofia, must also confirm otx^ 
etymology of louche ; for, as its S does not belong to i^^ 
radical part, its place before t, as shown above, beiag 
purely euphonic, torn alone should be considered as thi-^ 
principal part of stoma. And as torn is the radical paC^ 
of To/i€V9, and as this word is explained " one who cnt^J 
an instrument for cutting,^^ &c., the agreement in mear»-^ 
ing between it and louche, or mouth, is perfect. An-^ 
when we now observe that M represents the W i"*^ 
Sanskrit, we see that torn cannot differ from tow, nor i»^^ 
from two, an idea called after the hand, of which memb^^ 
we happen to have two. Hence, the idea mouth cai^^ 
because meaning that which cuts, be traced to tb*^ 
izand. 
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As the mand of the Latin manderey to eat, cannot differ 

from mundy German of mouth, it would seem that to 

tat may be sometimes used in the sense of cutting, since 

such is the primary signification of mouth. Hence when 

we say that a mouse can eat a cable in two, our meaning 

IS that a mouse can cut a cable in two. In Hebrew (rri^) 

^fe means both to eat and to cut^ ; and under another of 

its forms, Kn2 hra, it means also to create. These are 

very different ideas; but their being expressed alike must 

te ascribed to their having been each named after the 

liand, with which we both cut and mahey that is, divide 

and create. 

M. Littre gives no other etymology of manger or 
ifM^ndere than the following, and which is certainly very 
bad: ^^ Manduco est le frequentatif de mandere, dont 
I'etymologie probable est ainsi donnee par Corssen, 
Beitrage, p. 246 : il le rapporte au radical mad, enivrer, 
etre ivre, dont le sens primitif est moailler, ^tre mouille ; 
^6 1^ maday&mi, enivrer, rassasier, de Ik aussi madeo, 
^adidus, le Grec fuxZato, se dessoudre, se fondre, et 
l^'fio'aofiaiy mouiller, m&cher. Mandere, avec insertion 
d'une nasale, aurait le mfime sens : humecter de salive, 
^t de \h manger.'^ 

This etymology is, I say, very bad, and very far- 
fetched, there being no relationship whatever between 
such an idea as to eat or to <}ut and that of being wet 
^f drunk. But Corssen does not mistake when he con- 
nects the being drunk with the being wet. It confirms 
^y etymology of drink and also of drunkenness, both of 
^hich I have derived, as the reader may recollect, from 
^ater. I knew nothing, however, at the time of 
^^i*ssen^s derivation. M. Littre should, in his fi:uitless 

1 See Sander and Trench's Diet. Heb. Fran<;. 
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endeavours to discover the primary signification of tVe, 
have paid some attention to the passage. he has liere 
quoted from Corssen under manger, 

I forgot to observe that one of the many forms given 
by M. Littre of the verb manger is mezer, which, from 
its close resemblance to messer, German of knife, may 
be said to mean cutter. 

This notice of houche serves to show how closely it is 
allied to houcher, though neither of these ideas has been 
named after the other. Boucher was not called after 
houche any more than it was called after biche; but it 
was expressed by a word — that of cutter — which does 
not differ in signification from either louche or 
beche. 

Another form equal to beche is meche, as in mich 
d^une chandelle, wick of a candle. And as a heck 
means that which cuts, a nieche means that which is 
c^ity as SL cut or strip of any thing. Hence the wick of 
a candle is a strip of cotton, but literally a cut of cotton. 
Now this word meche has, from meaning that which is 
cut^ obtained also the meaning of spade ; namely, that 
which cutSy a cutter. We can now clearly perceive the 
primary sense — hitherto unknown — of "^w mechant 
We see that it must have been first used to designate 
one who cuts or strikes others, for coup a stroke, ana 
coupeur a cutter, are radicall}'- the same word. And this 
knowledge enables us to account for meche, which means 
a wick, being the root of mcchant, which means wicked; 
just as wick, which is the English of rtieche, is also the 
root of wicked, which means mechant. We have here a 
plain instance of the identity of M and W, the M of 
meche being: the W of Wick, But how different the 
ideas expressed in English by the words wick and wicked) 
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nd in French bj meche and mechant. But every one 
m now account for ideas so different having been 
gnified alike. It can be easily perceived that it arose 
cm mche and wich having each the meaning of 2i cvt 
-as of cotton for instance; and un mechant or wicked 
►erson) having had. the meaning of a cutter; that is, of 
le who cuts or strikes others. 

Now things bearing a resemblance to a meche or wich 
ay have been often called after it. This will account 
r the Latin myxus (une meche or match) being radi- 
%the same as muxa ijj^v^a), that is, mucus or mucous, 
hat hangs or flows from the nose. Hence moucher une 
landelle is for meeker une chandelle. When a French 
Oman says to her child ynouche-toi (blow thy nose), the 
^ral meaning is mieche-toi, that is, take away the trieche 
wick from thy nose. A mouchoir, which is used for 
lis purpose, is therefore for meckoir^ because it serves 
r taking away the meche from the nose. And as a 
iche means a cut or strip of any thing, it follows that 
'iuchoir might mean that which cuts, because called 
ter meche. Now as the 6 of meche is for 0, and as 
8 1 understood, this e is therefore equal to 01 or (I ; so 
at meche is equal to the mache of macher, which means 
chew, that is, to hew ; for the combination ch may be 
iuced to either of its signs, they having both grown 
t of the aspirate ; and to hew is to cut. And when we 
w make the verb macher take its substantive form, we 
all get machoire, and a mAchoire or jaw is a cutter. 
ence the chap of chaps, which has still the same mean- 
%i cannot differ from chop, and a chop is a cut, and but 
other form of the coup oicouper, just as coup is but 
other form of the cout of couteau. When we now give 
the d of the chap of chaps its nasal sound, and which 

<J2 
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may be obtained by TKl or 71, we shall bring chap equ; 
to champ y and the verb to champ is rendered into Frenc 
by mdchefy as every English and French dictionary wi 
tell you. 

It is now easy to perceive that the muh of muUe 
Greek of nose, and the mux of muoca in the same lai 
guage, and the muc of its Latin equivalent muctiSj mal 
only one word, and that none of these forms can diffi 
from the muk of the Greek mukos (a wick), nor from tl 
myx of its Latin form myxus. 

I was forgetting to notice mouchcy French of ^y, ar 
which is but another form of the Latin musca, just as 
is of mechcy and consequently of wick. But why, it ma 
be asked, should a fly have like meche, the meaning < 
cut ? Because it has a stingy which idea was, as we sha 
see in the next article, called after that expressed by c* 
The English word fiy cannot be traced to the san 
source, but to the action o^fying. 

Now as mouche is, from ch being the same as aJ, equ 
to moukcy we see that it is the same as the muk of tl 
Greek muk^x the nose ; and as neither mouke or muk « 
differ from the mv^ of mucus, nor from the English muc 
we see that mucus and muck are as one and the sai 
word. But the idea filth — ^in this instance signified 1 
mucus, whence muck — can be traced to other sources 
well as to the nose. Witness soil, which when its a 
I meet; becomes sal, radical part of salir, Fi'ench of 
soil. And as soil has also the meaning of ground, i 
to mention another certain matter, we see that the id 
Jllth may be traced to this source also. And as the S 
soil does here but represent the aspirate h, and as tl 
sign is represented as often hyfashy S, it follows tl 
in soil BJidJbil we have the same word. And what 
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fo%Z 'hxiifouly combinations of vowels being all equal to 
one another. And when we allow the and 1 of /oil to 
meet and so produce U, we shall get /al, that is, /ally a 
word expressive oflowness, and consequently of soil in 
tlie sense of ground. But we may see more clearly the 
identity of soil ani/oil when we give such an instance 
as this ; '^ sl young bird will not /oul its nest -" for here 
foul may be replaced by soil. Nor is it diflScult to per- 
ceive that /oil is equal to /all in such an instance as 
" truth /oils falsehood ;" that is, literally, truth /alls 
falsehood, it puts falsehood doivn ; and of both /oil and 
fall, /ail is but another form. Nor should I omit to 
observe that ^^^A is composed of two words, /oul and tke ; 
so that it must have first been the /oul; and then by the 
article having fallen behind, the /oul became /oul the; 
^^mi/^ filth. 

There are still two words, one in English and the 
other in French, which are highly expressive of filth; but 
decency forbids me to name them, yet their radical parts 
""-which may be found when their initial consonants are 
kft out, because not belonging to the root of either 
Word — mean earth and nothing more; indeed, erde, 
which is the radical part of the French word, happens to 
be the German of earth. This much will serve to show 
that there are other words expressive! of filth besides 
w«e««, and of which another instance now occurs to me 
""-it is dirt, of which the radical part ird is but another 
form of earth. 

I have nearly forgotten to notice nose. Its radical 
part nos is for nois, having 1 understood ; and as 0% is 
for a, we see that nos is the nas of nasus ; and as S 
cannot differ fron sh — witness ^wi* 2ixA finish — it follows 
that %as is the same as nosh, and, from the interchaxkig^ 
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of 71 and fdy nask is eqtial to masA, and mash to tb 
mache of the French macher, which means to cut, just et 
meeker — that is, moucher — does. By this analysis W 
see that S is not only equal to sJl but to ch also, an. 
consequently to h or cTc; and hence alas is the same ^ 
alack. To what source should we now trace the nas c 
nasty and nastiness ? To the nas of nasxxs certainly 
just as we should trace muck (filth) to the muk of mtikte^ 
Greek of nose. 

Let us now show why louche and houc bear so close 
resemblance to boucher, and thereby discover the caus 
of the mistake of the two different classes of philologist 
— those who regarded louche, and also those who regarded 
bone, as the original of boucher. 



CHAPTER XXX. 

ETYMOLOGY OP BOUC OR BUCK. 

Bouc is certainly equal to bouche ; but how can bouc haV* 
the same meaning — that of cutter? Does a goat ev^ 
cut? It does not do so like a spade or the mouth, but * 
has horns, and a horn is an arm for attacking aD< 
defending, and it can pierce as well as a sword. Ai>' 
has not this word sword come up in our etymology <- 
bouche, when we found word to be its radical part, ai^ 
accounted for its being so ? Now there is a sharp-points 
instrument of which the name bears so close a resenP 
blance to that of goat as to seem the same word ; it ^ 
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goczcl. In Saxon the resemblance is equally close ; witness 
gat^ a goat, and gat, a goad. I find also in Eichhoff and 
Saciau^s Vocabulaire Comparatif des Racines Anglaises 
et AUemandes, geiss or geis for goat, and geiss for goad ; 
but in Dr. Schuster I cannot find geiss in the sense of 
goad, but geissely which is radically the same word. 
According to this' authority it means, " un instrument 
dont on se sert pour stimuler les qnimaux/^ But its 
usual meaning appears to be a whip. The Greek of 
goat is aix (a?|) ; but this cannot, from the interchange 
of X and g, differ from aig, and which is confirmed by 
o-^gos being the genitive of aixy and not aixos. I make 
this remark because aig happens to be the radical part of 
(^iguilloUy which is the French ol goad. Now, it is easy 
to perceive that aiguillon and aiguille (a needle) do not 
differ from each other but conventionally ; and as acuSy 
the Latin of needle, is still radically the same as aiguillon 
and aiguille, it folio vvs that dC, Ctg, dk, or a form of 
^qual value — such, for instance, as UC, ug, or ulc, — may 
oe regarded as exactly equal to at^, Greek of goat. And 
this being granted, we see that such a root as UC can, 
^hen the aspirate to which its U is entitled is replaced 
■^y 6, become buc, that is, bouc or buck. If a goat, 
^hen bearing such a name as buck, was called aft^r its 
norns and its horns after sharpness, this must have been 
done as just described. And that such a root as UC, uk, 
or ok, may signify what is sharp or pointed, is shown by 
the Greek word ukij, which is explained " a point, an 
edge, the point of a sword.^^ In a/ck we see the same root, 
and three of its meanings are, " a pointed instrument, a 
tiiorn, a sting,^' &c. And as the point of any object 
18 its highest part, we see that sharpness may be also ex- 
pressed by height. Hence, the cap of caput is a\^o \i\i^ cap 
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of caper. In axfii^ we see also a word signifying heigb. 
pointy edge^ sharpness^ &c. ; so that if a goat has bee 
called after its horns, it may have been often expresse 
by a word signifying head or height. Hence, chef an 
the chev of chevre are equal to each other; though chef\ 
French means head or chief, and chevre means a goa 
Nor does our word head differ from the hoed of hcedus, 
goat. But the identity of two such Greek words as ike(j>t 
and 1X0(^09 is still more apparent ; yet the one is tl 
name of the elephant, an animal remarkable for its lofi 
stature, and the other means both a sta^ and a hin^ 
This instance serves to show that an animal called aflx 
its great height may have a name not different from tl 
one signifying a homed animal. This is further confirme 
by what Parkhurst says of an animal of the beeve kim 
named ram (OiD) , and which word means, according 1 
the same authority, '^ to be raised up, exalted, elevated^ 
Now, the English word ram does not name an anim 
of the beeve kind, nor is such an animal so remarl 
able for its height as it is for its horns. Donnega 
though he cannot have known the primary signific! 
tion of horn, does not, however, mistake when 1 
derives Kpt6<;, a ram, from Kepao^, " horned.^' Ai 
Kipa^ means not only a horn, but when different 
accented (/ce/aar)^ ^^ a female horned animal, a she-gos 
a sheep two years old, a hogget.^^ From this it wou 
appear that several animals have taken their names fro 
their being horned. This is shown still more fully I 
Parkhurst, according to whom' " b*\< ail means not on 
a ram, but also a stag, hart, deer, hind, or doe. Wheth 
masculine or feminine the LXX render the word 1 

s Lex. p. 613. Ibid. p. 14. 
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eXxt^o?^ which denotes both a stag and a hind. Dr. 
Sliaw* understands ^'K ail^ Deut. xiv. 5, ajs a name of 
tte genus^ including all the species of the deer kind, 
whether they are distinguished by round hornsy as the 
stag, by flat ones, as the fallow deer, or by the smallnesa 
of the branches, as the roe/' 

As bvi al is the root of ^^K alp, a bull, and as it 
cannot differ from ^»k ail, just noticed, this is another 
proof that any homed animal, however low in size, 
niay have a name not different from one designating 
the elephant or the bull. In Hebrew height is still 
iDaplied, whether we allow the d of D«"l ram to its first 
place before the r, or to come after it. Thus, Dl« arm 
nieans a palace ; and when its d is dropped, the Dl rm 
which remains is explained " to be lifted up, exalted, 
elevated \" 

Now, as the root of DIK arm is ar, so is it the root 
ef Dtn ram ; and to which we may add the ar of aries, 
latin of ram. The ep of xipa^y a horn, and of xepd^y a 
female horned animal, is therefore the root of either 
^ord, k being only for the aspirate, and which is not to 
^ counted any more than the ending a? ; and as the e 
^f ep is for 0, and as 1 is understood, this root becomes 
^fj and consequently ar, when the and 1 unite, 
leaking a. 

Parkhursf s article on DN"1 ram is very long. The 
learned are divided in their opinion as to what kind of 
aiumal it was ; but they agree in supposing it to be of 
the beeve kind, and remarkable for its great strength and 
size. Thus Parkhurst says, "remarkable for his strength, 
^lid of the beeve kind. In short, the name seems to 

^ Travels, p. 414, 2nd ed. • Parkhurst, Lex 633. 
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denote the wild hill, so called from his height and size* 
in comparison with the tame'/^ 

But this animal being", as Parkhurst does himself admit, 
of the beeve kind, why should he, as he does, derive 
from its name the English word ram ? for no other 
reason, I suppose, than that the two words are exactly 
the same. Parkhurst was not aware that a horn was 
first signified by a word meaning what was pointed, and 
that from a point being the topmost part of an object, it 
must have been expressed by a word for head or height, 
and consequently for strength, which idea also has been 
called after height. This knowledge would, if he had 
it, enable him to perceive that a horned animal might, 
however small, have a name not different from that of 
the elephant; that is, if named after its horns, and 
judging from what we have already seen, and especially 
from the passage quoted above by Parkhurst from D^- 
Shaw, it would seem that horned animals have in gen^ 
ral been named after the idea horn. 

And what is the root of this word horn ? It is of 9 
for its aspirate is not to be counted : and as to the ^ 
with which it ends, there is a euphonic tendency to 
sound it after I (witness tour and turn, spur and spurn) > 
so that it must not be counted any more than tb^ 
aspirate. And this root or cannot, from its being equ^ 
to er, difler from the ep of Kepa^ (a horn), or from tb^ 
ep of K€pd(;, a homed animal. Nor does this root ^^ 
diflPer in the least from the root of the Hebrew of horx^^ 
which is pp h'n. We may even say that there is JX^ 
difierence whatever between irn and horn ; for a vow^ 
being understood between the k and I of km, and as tb^' 
vowel may be 0,-it follows that km is the same as koM^ 

• Lex. p. 613. 
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that IS, since k is for the aspirate, horn. The com of 
cornu is still the same, the C being now for the 
aspirate. 

And as the French word come — ^which is to be ac- 
counted for in the same way — is also wTitten cor, this 
confirms the statement just made, namely, that the 71 of 
hfn should not be counted. 

There are still other proofs of what has just been said 
of such words as signify goat and horn. We have 
shown goat to be the same as goad, and a goad is an 
diguillon, of which one of the meanings is a 8ti?i^; and 
as the aiff of aiguillon may be said to be a word for 
goat, since it does not differ from the aig of aigos, geni- 
tive of a?f , Greek of goat ,• even so is sting -a word for 
goat, as we can thus show : as its 1 is equal to oiy and 
consequently to d, we see that sting cannot differ from 
stang, which since its nasal sound may be dropped — 
^tness, tango and tago — is the same as stag. 

And if we make no other alteration in sting than to 
five to its g its common form of k — witness partage 
*iid partake — it will become stink ; and the Latin hircus 
has this meaning as well as that of stag. 

And this offensive odour is the same — or very nearly 
the same — as that of the arm -pits. Hence axilla is for 
^i^-illa, which, as aix is for at|, may be said to have the 
literal meaning of tke goat. 

If we now drop the nasal sound in stink we shall have 
*^ii, and of which sticky stake, and steai are other forms, 
•^d as a stick ends in a point, this accounts for its 
having, when used verbally, the meaning of to pierce ; 
*iid such ideas as we now express by the verbs sting, 
^ick,2aid pierce, were also taken in the sense of to cut. 
Tlius the German sticA — and which cannot differ from 
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stick — may, awording to Dr. Schuster, mean to sfiek 
with a sword as well as with a needle : and ii«i^ 
wliich is radically the same word, means to sting. '^^ 
does tlie afech of stechen differ from, the itaeh oii^m^ 
which means also a point or that which stings. AdIi 
we ^\\{i to the C of the sUch of itechen its nasal 8oai4 
we shall have stench, and which is but another formrf 
stink, 

Tlie En<>lish word stit4:h is but another fonnofflw* 
just noticed. But it should be written stick, asinGff- 
man. Its second t has not been here inserted bntfe 
preventing the ch to be sounded like k, as in monaA 
That stitch means a point, can be thus very easily shown: 
mettre un point k un habit, is literally to put a jWiwO 
a coat ; but the meaning is, to put a stitch in a colt 
And as a stitch in the side is rendered into French bf 
un point de cote, this is another plain proof that «^ 
means fi point. 

Nor can the word stack differ from stitch ; but wkj 
so ? Because a stack means, according to Webster, » 
large conical pile of hay, grain, or straw •/* and a confi 
ends in a point, and a stitch, as just shown, is a poiBt 
We thus see, by the applying of our principles, how rt 
happens that ideas the most dissimilar are signified alike. 
There is some little difference, I hope, between a stitch, 
as in a coat or in the side, and a stack, as of corn or hay) 
and yet the same word is used for expressing those dife- 
rent ideas. But as other roots and forms might h 
employed, the words might be no way alike. 

If we now notice the French word piqilre, which meaBJ 
a stin^, we shall find it to have the same root as sting 
though this cannot be so easily perceived. But the too 
of piqAre is iq, which is equal to aq and ak, and this • 
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ah of the Greek aKr], which means a point ; and so is 

I cLKky which means a thorn, a pointed instrument, 

a sting. As to the p oipiqure, it is for the aspirate, 

its ure is an ending common to many other words, 

it appears under various forms, such as eur, or, er, ir, 

Now, as the root of sting is, when the nnsal sound 

iropped, i^, and as i^ cannot differ from ii, nor ii from 

. nor oik from ai ; we thus find the root oipiqure and 

sting to be one and the same. But what difference is 

sre between the p of piqure and the t of sting ? There 

none whatever ; for these signs often interchange. 

itness (rn-dSiov and (nroXa^; being also written aradiop 

i oToXa?. But how are we to account for piqilre 

ring no S, whilst there is one in sting ? There has 

2n always with many people a strong tendency to pre- 

in pronouncing their words the sound of an S to 

^eral consonants, and especially to J9 and t. Hence 

\e and spike have, primarily considered, the same 

Janing ; and so have .piqure and sting. We may 

en regard pique as the word sting itself. Let us now 

1 to turn the knowledge thus acquired to some 

count. 

When we write pike — ^this other form of pique and 
ike — in full, we shall have poike ; that is, when the i 
dropped, poke ; and the verb to poke at means, accord- 
g to Webster, " to make a thrust at with the" horns'^ 
lis word must have, therefore, once served to name a 
>rned animal ; just as sting has, under a different form, 
Jen the same as stag. But since jO(?>^^ and its other equiva- 
nts cannot, as just seen, differ from sting, it follows that 
^4e is equal to the word stag itself. By knowing this 
e are led to the discovery of another word for stag ; 
aat is, to poke. And what is the pmk oi poike but j5w>fc ; 
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that Is, huhy and of which huch and houc are other form. 
It is in this way that words grow out of one another. 

Now an animal that pokes y that is, which strikes witi 
its horns, may very well be called 2l poker ; so that it do€ 
not differ in name from the instrument with which w 
stir the fire. And when we read thepok of poker, as ii 
Hebrew, this word will become koper, and consequently 
koiper, kaper and caper ; in the third of which forms w 
have one equal to couper, to cut, as well as another forn 
of buck and bouc. But why should such an instrumea' 
as a poker have a name not different from that of a goat ! 
because it is a bar, and ends in a poiyit ; and is, for thif 
reason, the same in use as a goad, which is but another 
word for goat. 

The equality of goat and goad is as evident in Saxon 
as in English. Thus in this language a goat is gat and 
a goad is gad. And when we remark that the Danish 
oi goat is geit, we see confirmed what we have ali'eady 
often stated ; namely, that one .vowel is not only equal to 
any other vowel but even to any combination of vowels; 
for it must be clear to every one that in goaty geit, and 
gat we have the same word. And have we not in ffeit 
proof of what has been also often stated, namely, that 61 
is equal to OZ, which when its two signs coalesce makes 
a ; for this shows geit to be exactly equal to its Saxon 
equivalent gat. 

And as gat cannot differ from cat (witness the gat of 
the Italian gatto and its English form cat), nor ^^^ from 
cutj nor cut from the cout of the French couteau, nor this 
cout from the coup of couper ; we see again confirmed wha^ 
came up during our analyzing of bouc/ie; namely, tha-^ 
the mouth was called after the idea cict ; and thanks to yf^ 
horns, such too is the original meaning of bouc or bucf^ 
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^ut something else, I may be told, came up during 
our analyzing of louche of which nothing similar during 
the present inquiry has yet been shown; witness, word 
and swoi-d; word having been called after the mouth, 
which can be easily conceived; and sword after the idea 
expressed by cut, because the mouth cuts its food. But 
all this has too been shown in our notice of bouc; for is 
liot spike equal to speahe, a single vowel being equal to 
a combination of vowels? and speak has, I am sure, been 
often written speake, not to mention its several other 
forms to be met with in old English. 

This allusion to spike suggests another rather curious 
etymology, and which must coniirm all we have just 
seen. When we give to the 1 of spike its O understood, 
We shall have spoike; that is, when the O and 1 coalesce, 
^jpahe, preterite of speak, and from which it does not 
differ but conventionally; and if we drop the % of spoikey 
We shall have spoke, which is now used instead of spake, 
the latter form having become obsolete. But this is not 
the etymology to which I allude ; this one has not come 
^P but incidentally, while on my way to the other, and 
^bieh is this: we have seen how spoike is, by the 
dropping of its i, equal to spoke; and what are the 
spokes of a wheel? Every one will answer, from what 
1^^ been just shown, that they must be its spikes. And 
so they are; and they do not for this reason differ from 
^ stick, a rod, or a bar; and every such object, however 
thick or blunt it may be at the end, is to be regarded as 
being pointed, even as much so as if it were a needle or 
^ sword. 

I have heard all my life those bars in the wheel of a 
^r called spokes, \>\xt never until now could I tell why 
^%had such a name. And who could ever suppose 
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there was any relationship between the spoke of a whe 
the mouth, and the past time of the verb to speak? B 
how have I at length been able to account for wh 
appears so unaccountable? By merely knowing th 
when % is not expressed with the it is then und( 
stood. This knowledge has allowed me to percei 
that %pohe is equal to spoike, and that the spokes of 
wheel are consequently its spoikes, and this is how t 
natives of Yorkshire pronounce such a word as spii 
at the present hour. And it is genuine; our prese 
pronunciation is a corruption of it. Now when t 
spoke of a wheel was written spoike, as it must ha 
once been, its I after a time was dropped, so that ^oi 
was reduced to spoke^ a word which, in this case, h 
no meaning. But if the O instead of the 1 had be 
dropped, spike would remain, and this would be sigi 
ficant, for every one knows that a spike is somethii 
pointed. How unfortunate that of the and % 
spoike the 1 instead of the O should be left out ! B 
it has happened otherwise with the name of the fi 
called a pike ; every one sees that it must have been 
designated from its pointed snout: but when it vi 
named a poike, as it must have first been, if it£ 
happened to be then dropped instead of its 0, it wot 
be now called a poke, in which case no one could t 
why it had such a name, or what this name then meai 

The French oipike is brocket; and as this word mea 
also the pointed kitchen utensil called a spit, we thus i 
further confirmed our etymology of the noun spoke. 

This word brocket suggests another etymology. " 

radical part broche is, I find, equal to forche, and so 

forche equal to both fourcke and fork. Then where 

the relationship between a forked instrument and 
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tba.!; is, like a brochet or spit, straight and pointed? 
Tb.e relationship must be traced to the circumstance 
thali a fork was named from its being pointed j and not 
irom its prongs or divisions. When the epithet forked 
was first applied to lightning, it was the prongs or 
divisions at the end of a fork that suggested the com- 
parison, and not the circumstance of the fork itself being 
a pointed instrument. The definition of the word fork 
should therefore be, a pointed instrument with two or 
niore prongs. And as its prongs are so many points, 
this only proves the more fully that a fork is a pointed 
instrument. 

But as the name of the goat can be also traced, as 
we have seen, to a word for pointy might not, I may 
l>e asked, this animal's name and that of a fork have 
Deen sometimes expressed alike ? This may have very 
Well happened sometimes, or it may not, for the reason 
that two roots very different in form, though not so in 
Joeaning, may have been used to express the same idea. 
Thus though the words goat and fork are no way alike 
in form, yet they have each the meaning of point. But 
let us write fork in full, and see what we shall obtain : 
its having 1 understood brings it equal to foirk; that 
^i when we drop the O^firk ; and when we now observe 
that the Italian forca is in Spanish horca, it must be 
Emitted thatjff/->fc cannot differ from hirk,f 2ixA h being 
two signs that do constantly interchange ; and the Jirk 
thus obtained cannot, we now see, differ from the Aire 
of hircus, a goat. In short, any word signifying a point 
^y, since the point of an object is its highest part, 
^&nify also any other object not only remarkable from 
its being pointed, but also from its being high. Thus 
there is some difference between a fork and a hill or 

E 
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a mountain^ yet they may have been often named alike^ 
or they may not, for the reason above given; namdf^ 
that the same ideas can be expressed by roots of dif- 
ferent forms though alike in meaning. Thus I isA 
that, according to Bosworth, firgen means in Saxon a 
hill or a mountain; yet its radical part firg cannot 
differ from the firk just noticed, and shown to be the 
same as forky any more than it can from the hin of 
hircus, a goat. 

I cannot find in my Littre any observation intimating 
that a fork — ^that is, a fourcAe or fourchette — ^took its 
name from its signifying a point, but, on opening nxj 
dear old Johnson, I find two admissions that this word 
has such a meaning.. The first instance is shown by 
the following from Shakspeare, to which we are thus 
introduced : ^' It is sometimes used for the point of an 
arrow : — 

" The bow is bent and drawn : make from the shajfib. 

Let it fall rather, though the fork invade 

The region of my heart." 

{^King Lear) 

The second is thus headed : — 

" A point,^^ and the quotation, which is from Addison 

is as follows : " Several are amazed at the wisdom o 

the ancients that represented a thunderbolt with thr^ 

forks, since nothing could have better explained its tripl' 

quality of piercing, burning, and melting.^^ 

But if M. Littre does not give an etymology of fori 
he shows the forms it takes in several languages, an< 
this is always of service. It is from him I have know 
that the Italian of fork [fovea) is horca in Spanish. 

I learn from Webster also that fork means a jo(?i*^ 
but there is no instance given ; my copy of this fi^ 
dictionary being unfortunately, as I learn from ^ 
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ditor, '^A revised and enlarged '^ edition. What an 
advantage it would be to the whole world if the editors 
of certain great works would only leave them just as 
they find them, and be satisfied with the glory of seeing 
their names in the title-pages coupled with those of 
their authors ! 

Every intelligent reader must, while bestowing a 
serious thought on the latter etymologies, find proofs of 
his own that bear out mine ; at least I am led to think 
so every time I return to what I had finished a little 
before, and then imagined to be made sufficiently 
evident. Thus I now perceive that speck and speak are 
the same as heak^ and leak the same as louche ; and 
that none of these forms can differ from peak, which 
is thus defined by Webster: "The top of a hill or 
DJountain ending in a point, A point ; the end of any 
thing that terminates in a point,^^ &c. And there is 
this word point of which the radical part poiti is equal 
to pain, one combination of vowels being equal to any 
other ; and from thus knowing that poin is the same as 
pain^ we see that un point de cote (a stitch in the side, 
or rather a stick in the side) is a pain in the side. 

And there is my etymology of the spoke of a wheel. 
The Latin word is radius, but what does radius mean 
besides the spoke of a wheel ? I find in Quicherat and 
I^aveluy, among its several other meanings, the foUow- 
^^g : " A cock^s spur, a stake, a rod, and a thorn;'' all 
0^ which mean objects that are pointed. 

And there is speiche, the German of the noun spoke; 
IS it not easy to perceive that it is letter for letter the 
^Ider form of spoke, that is, spoike, since its 61 is equal 
to 01, and its cJl to k / 

And there is beche, a spade; by the noticing of which 

E 2 
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I was first led to discover the etymology of boueher* 
This word has in Swedish the very meaning it has in 
English ; but spader y which is radically the same word, 
iapiie, that ispoiiey and with the euphonic 8y spoikey and 
consequently the noun spoke ; by which means we show 
the identity^ in primary meaning, of spade and spoke. 

And there is stag, which, when we drop its euphonic 
S, becomes tag ; and a tag is a point, but, as Webster 
says, ^^a metallic point put to the end of a string/' 
Hence, in the word for so insignificant a thing as a ^) 
we see the name of that noble animal, the stag; and 
which we further confirm by reading tag from right to 
left as in Hebrew, since tag will then become gat, which 
is the Saxon of goat, and a stag is a goat. 

But something as insignificant as a tag is a joiw, and 
yet, because it happens to be a pointed instrument, it is 
in French the name of the pine-tree. Even a thom 
might have had such a name ; for the th of this word is 
for the aspirate (witness afj^a being the same as Oaiia, and 
the aX ot aX? being the original of the 6a\ of OaKaacd)) 
and the Hebrew of the pine is pt< am, which, with the 
aspirate, is equal to harny that is, horn; and when the 
aspirate of horn is represented, as just shown by tk [S)i 
this word becomes thorn. And it was after its horns, 
which are pointed, the goat was called. 

By the knowledge thus afibrded, we may often show 
how words alike in meaning, but very different in foxm, 
can be traced to one another. Thus or, which is the 
root of thorn, being equal to oify and oir to poir — because 
p often represents the aspirate — can be shown whenj?^*^ 
takes the euphonic S, not to differ from spoify whence 
spire y and even spine, for the reason that r and n inter- 
change ; and spine is in Latin spina, which has also the 
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leaning of thorn. Thus a spire cannot, because it ter- 
iinates in a point, differ, as to its primary meaning", from 
pm or a thorn. And when we make the (Yl of pair 
ike its form of U (witness croix and crux), we shall have 
'«f instead of %poir or spire. Hence this instrument 
» been so called from its being pointed. Spear is but 
different form of the same word, and it is so for the 
me reason, that of being pointed. 

And as in the j»o^V of spoir — original of spire — ^we have 
le word poire ; even so have we in spear when we drop, 
5 in spoir, the euphonic S — the English of poire ; that 
, pear. 

Now if the inquisitive reader consults dictionaries in 
le hopes of discovering the primary meanings of the 
ords to which I have just drawn his attention, he will 
se his time — ^be told nothing more than what he knows 
Jeady, and what every schoolboy knows. Thus, take 
J an instance the meaning and etymology of so common 
fruit as SLpear, M. Littre defines it ; " fruit k pepins, 
3 forme oblongue, et plus grosse k la partie inferieure.*' 
nd his only etymology of it is : Berry, poire, pouese, 
renev. un poire ; Ital. pera ; du Lat. pirumJ' 

The reader cannot, from this etymology, tell why a 
5ar was named as it is. M. Littre not being aware that 
^^pir of pirum must have once been poir, 1 having O 
nderstood ; and it being equally unknown to him that, 
om the euphonic 8 being used, poir cannot differ from 
^oir, nor spoir from such forms as spoine, spine, spina, 
Or any of these from pin, or pine; he could never, for 
le want of this necessary knowledge, suppose that a 
9«r might have been signified by the names of any of 
le above-mentioned objects. 

Take the word pine, for instance. Could he ever sup- 
ose that such a tree and a pear were named alike ? Never. 




246 Origin 0/ Language and Myths. 

They have each, however, a conical appearance, being 
broad below and pointed above. But after which end 
were they named? After the one terminatiijig in a 
point. Witness a boy's spinning top. It has also, like 
the pine-tree or a pear, the form of a cone ; but its name 
top tells us that it was called after height and not after 
lowness. Its name should not, therefore, differ in mean- 
ing from that of the pine, which has the form of a cone, 
being broad at its basis and, pointed at its top. Hence 
it is that the Greek word k&vo^ means both a cone and 
a boy's spinning-top. 

But might not top mean either high or low ? Certainly 
it might ; but as we now have it, lowness is never im- 
plied. When its takes 1 understood, top will be toipy 
and toip becomes when the is dropped, tipy which is 
significant of height ; but when read as in Hebrew, it 
will be significant of lowness, as it will then be pit. In 
Greek, however, this word pit means what is high, since 
it is the radical part of irirv^y which is the name of the 
pine-tree. When we now give to pit its fullest form — 
that is, supply the understood with the I ; it will be 
poity that is, when we give to the combination oi its nasal 
sound, point. Hence the point of any thing might be 
called its tip — ^its very highest part. We have, there- 
fore, in t^py tip, pity and point one and the same word. 

An instance similar to the opposite meanings of top 
2^ni,pit is also afforded by the Hebrew words ]D*r\ tis and 
r\*W sity of which the first means a he-goat (hircus), and 
the second is thus explained by Parkhurst: " That part of 
the body upon which men sity the buttocks ''.'' 

Having already shown that the name of the goat is 
but another word for height, and as that ^^ part of the 
body upon which men sif implies lowness, it follows that 

7 Lex. pp. 724, 743. 
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we have in the Hebrew tin a word for height, and when 
read in the contrary direction a word for lowness also, 
jost as we have in tip andj^^V. 

Another instance of the same kind is still afforded by 
n*tt^ sit ; to which Parkhurst gives also the meaning of 
thorn; for as thorn is, as we have seen, the same as horn^ 
after which the goat was called, it follows that it now 
means what is high; and which is further shown by 
its being what is pointed, the point or tip of any thing 
being its highest part. The word thorn might have 
therefore se.rved as a name for the goat, and so might 
it for the pine-tree; its radical part orn being the same 
as amy in Hebrew pK arn^ the pine®. 



CHAPTER XXXI. 

THE CBOW AND THE EAVBN. 

On these words and their differei^t forms in Sanskrit, 
Greek, Latin, Saxon, French, and English, M. Max 
MiUler has a very long article. His main object 
appears to be the discovery, if possible, of the original 
meaning of the word raven ; and though he has, like 
all of the German school, failed in this respect, his 
endeavours are not the less deserving of praise ; for the 
mere form of a word is no etymology. The philologist 
should, like M. Max Miiller in this instance, try to 
find out why an idea obtained the particular name by 
which it is known more than any other. A father 

^ Parkhurst, p. 636. 
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once told me that his child was continually asking hica 
why were things named as they are; why was a cat 
called a cat, and a mouse called a mouse ? But the child 
could not be satisfied, because its parent knew no more 
of the philosophy of language than if he were some very 
learned academician, or some great philologist of the 
German school. 

M. Max Miiller having, in common with every one 
else, observed that the ' cuckoo and the cock must have 
been each named from its note, begins thus his article on 
the raven : — 

'^Let us now examine the word raven. It migbt 
seem at first as if this was merely onomatope. Some 
people imagine they perceive a kind of similarity between 
the word raven and the cry of that bird. This seenas 
still more so if we compare the Anglo-Saxon hraff^* 
The Sanskrit karava also, the Latin corvuSy the English 
croWy and the Greek koroney all are supposed to sho^ 
some similarity to the unmelodious sound of Maitt^ 
Corbeau. But if we look more closely we find that 
these words, though similar in sound, spring bo'CO- 
different sources. The Eno^lish crow can claim ne 
relationship whatever with corvus, for the simple reaso^ 
that, according to Grimm^s Law, an English C cannot 
correspond to a Latin C. Raven on the contrary, whict 
in outward appearance, diffiers from corvus much mot* 
than croWy offers much less real difiiculty in being traced 
back to the same source from which sprang the Lati^ 
corvus. For raven is the Anglo-Saxon Araefn or hrasfef^i 
and its first syllable hra would be a legitimate substitu't^ 
for the Latin cor. Opinions differ widely as to the roo'^ 
or roots from which the various names of the crow, tb^ 
raven, and the rook in the Aryan dialects are derive^!' 
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•bose who look on the Sanskrit as the most primitive 
orin of Aryan speech are disposed to admit the Sanskrit 
'(iTava as the original type, and as karava is by native 
etymologists derived from the ka-\-rava, in which the 
^itial interrogative or exclamatory element kd or hu is 
'Apposed to fill the office of the Greek di/s or the English 
»«'*, are so numerous as they are supposed to be in Sans- 
irit. The question has been discussed again and again ; 
iJid though it is impossible to deny the existence of such 
compounds in Sanskrit, particularly in the later Sans- 
crit, I know of no well-established instance where such 
onuations have found their way into Greek, Latin, or 
merman. If, therefore, karava, corvus, korone, and krafen 
^e cognate words, it would be more advisable to look upon 
^he k as part of the radical, and thus to derive all these 
^ords from a root kru, a secondary form it may be of the 
'Oct ru. This root kru, or, in its more primitive form, ru 
T^iti SLud ramti), is not a mere imitation of the cry of 
'^^ raven ; it embraces many cries, from the harshest to 
te softest, and it might have been applied to the note 
|f the nightingale as well as to the cry of the raven. 
^ Sanskrit the root ru is applied in its verbal and 
^^iiiinal derivatives to the murmuring sound of birds, 
'^8, and trees, to the barking of dogs, the lowing of 
^^s, and the whispering of men. In Latin we have 
•"oin it both raucuSy hoarse, and rumor, a whisper ; in 
'©rman rumen, to speak low, and runa, mystery. The 
-•^tin lamentum stands for a more original laviventum 
^ Tavimentum, for there is no necessity for deriving this 
^Un from the secondary root kru, krav, krdv, and for 
*^itting the loss of the initial guttural in cravimentum, 
^Hicularly as in clamare the same guttural is preserved. 
'' Is true, however, that this root ru appears under many 
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secondary forms. By the addition of an initial k it 
raised to hru and Iduy well known by its numerous 
shoots; such as the Greek klyo^ klytoSy the Latin ch 
inclituSy clienSy the English loud, the Slavonic slat 
glory. By the addition of final letters, ru appears 
the Sanskrit rud, to cry, and as the Latin rug, in inigU 
to howl. By the addition both of initial and final lette 
we get the Sanskrit krus, to shout, the Greek krang 
cry, and the Gothic hrnkjan, to crow. In the Sanski 
9TU and the Greek klyo the same root has been used 
convey the sense of hearing; naturally, because, wb 
a noise was to be heard from a far distance, the mi 
who first perceived it might well have said, ^' I ring 
for his ears were sounding or ringing; and the^ san 
verb, if once used as a transitive, would well come in 
such forms as the Homeric klythi mey, hear me, or t 
Sanskrit srudhi, hear ! 

" But although, as far as the meaning of kdrava, corv\ 
kordne, and hrafen is concerned, there would seem to 
no difficulty in deriving them from a root kru, to sour 
I have nowhere found a satisfactory explanation of t 
exact etymological process by which the Sanskrit kdra 
could be formed from kru, Kru, no doubt, might yi< 
krava; but to admit a dialectic corruption of krava ii 
karva, and of karva into kdrava, is tantamount to givi 
up any etymological derivation at all. Are we therefi 
forced to be satisfied with the assertion that kdrava is 
grammatical derivative at all, but a mere imitation 
the sound cor cor, uttered by the raven? I believe n( 
but, as I hinted before, we may treat karava as a regu 
derivative of the Sanskrit kdru. This kdru is a Ve( 
word, and means one who sings praises to the go< 
literally one that shouts. It comes from a root kar. 
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Snout, to praise, to record ; from which the Vedic word 

*^^j a poet, and the well-known Krtiy glory, kirtayatiy 

^® praises. Kdru, from kar, meant originally a shouter 

(*ike the Greek keryxy a herald), and its derivative kdrava 

was therefore applied to the raven in the general sense 

^f the shouter. All the other names of the raven can be 

®*sily traced back to the same root kar: cor-viis from kar^ 

"ke tor-vus from tar; koronS from kar^ like chetone from 

^^^; horax from kar, like phylux, &c. The Anglo-Saxon 

"^^erty as well as the Old High-German hrahan, might 

^ represented in Sanskrit by such forms as kar-van or 

^^T.van-a; while the English rook, the Anglo-Saxon 

^^oc, the Old High-German hruoh, would seem to derive 

*^eir origin from a diflferent root altogether, viz., from 

^tie Sanskrit krus, 

^^ The English crow, the Anglo-Saxon t?m2<?, cannot, as 
w^s pointed out before, be derived from the same root 
^'*^. Beginning with a guttural tenuis in Anglo-Saxon, 
its corresponding forms in Sanskrit would there begin 
^th the guttural media. There exists in Sanskrit a 
root gar, meaning to sound, to praise ; from which the 
^^.tiskrit gir, voice, the Greek gerys, voice, the Latin 
9^Trulus. From it was framed the name of the crane, 
9CTanos in Greek, cran in Anglo-Saxon, and likewise 
^^^ Latin name for cock, gallus instead of garrus. The 
^^rne of the nightingale. Old High-German nahti-galy 
^s been referred to the same root, but in violation of 
^Hmm^s law. From this root gar or gal, crow might 
"^Ve been derived, but not from the root kar, which 
^^Ided corvtis, korax, or kdrava, still less from cor cor, 
'^^ supposed cry of the bird. 

*^It will be clear from these remarks that the process 
^Ixich led to the formation of the word raven is quite 
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distinct from that which produced cuckoo. Raven means 
a shouter, a caller, a crier. It might have been applied 
to many birds, but it became the traditional and recog- 
nized name of one, and of one only. Cuckoo could never 
mean any thing but the cuckoo, and while a word like 
raven has ever so many relations, cuckoo stands by itself 
like a stick in a living hedge*. ^' 

I beg to draw the reader^s particular attention to M. 
Max Miiller^s asserting so positively as he does in the 
above passage that, ^^ The English crow can claim no 
relationship whatever with corvuSy for the simple reason 
that, according to Grimm's law, an English C cannot 
correspond to a Latin 0,^ 

This is indeed a " simple reason.^' Every philologist 
should learn to think for himself, but they all follow in 
the wake of their idol Grimm, who knew no more of the 
origin of language or letters than any one else. It was 
this great man who declared, as we saw farther back, 
that it is impossible to give a satisfactory etymology of 
either God or good; and he having said so, M. Max 
Miiller, for this simple reason, says so too. But neither 
of these gentlemen being aware that God was a name of 
the sun, and that it was from such a word, when yet 
only 0, that all other words emanated; it was not in 
their power, nor in any man's power, to give the original 
of a word that was itself the origin of all words. But 
good could be easily traced to God, which though only 
the sun, was supposed to be the author of all goodness. 

As to Grimm's law respecting the English C, it is far 
from being orthodox, as I am now about to show. 

But let me first take the liberty of bringing M. Max 
Miiller acquainted with something respecting the letter 

» Lect. Science of Lang., v. i. pp. 400 to 405. 
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C of which he does not seem to be aware. The Saxon 

and English word horn may not be so old a word as 

mnn, but in form it is much older, for the C of the 

latter does here but serve as a substitute for the h of 

j: horn. There must have been therefore a time when 

instead of carnu the Latins had hornu; the h having 

then been made thus 0-C, of which the second half still 

serves in Greek for the whole sign; that is, for the 

9pirifus asper. Now in the Aund of hundred what have 

we? the cent of the Latin centum; and what has been 

just said of horn and cornUy will apply here; namely, 

that the hand of hundx^di is, at least in form, much 

older than the cent of centum. When we do therefore 

^ite cent in full we shall have hoint, and hoint is the 

same as hunt or hund, and hunt the same as hanty and 

hant the same as handy after which idea that of a great 

many and hence a hundred was anciently called, just as 

at present we have many for manus. Another word older 

in form in English than in Latin is hurry, ^f which the 

hur is the cur of curro, to run, and which must have first 

been hurra, and its infinitive currere have been hurrere. 

These instances serve to show that C in English has 
often served to represent h, and that of the two signs 
h is the elder. But if Saxon or English be less ancient 
than Latin, it is not difficult to conceive that the forms 
of many of its words should be older ? This is not so 
difficult to conceive as at first sight it appears to be. Thus, 
supposing one language to have borrowed some words 
from another language, the borrowing may have taken 
place at a very remote period ; and though such words 
may not have undergone any change in their new place, 
they may, some time after they were borrowed, have 
been considerably altered in their own language. Thus 
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if in English, such words ^c&feaaty haste 2j:A forest mSL^ 
direct to us from the French, we might suppose theix' 
forms to be modern compared with their originals. Y©ti 
it is not so ; for they are much older thany^i^^, h&U^ and 
foret, as every one will admit. 

Now granting, as shown above, that h was, at leasi^ 
on some occasions, the elder form of C, the harmon of 
harmonia having been the original of carmen, just as we 
have found horn to have preceded cornu ; it follows thart? 
€ in English cannot be always distinct from itself io- 
Latin, the relationship of the two signs 7/ and C being as 
close as that of parent and child. Hence the C in such- 
words as care, cross, and cruelty, is as evidently the same 
sign in cura, crux, and crudelitas, since these words are 
in the two languages but different forms of one another. 

Let us now see if, in opposition to Grimm^s laW^ 
corvtis and crow are radically the same word. I have 
already had occasion to show that vowels preceding ^ 
do frequently fall behind it; witness /or*^ in Saxon and 
frost in English; hence the corv of corvus cannot differ 
from crov, nor can crov, because of the interchange oi 
V and W, differ from crow. And as this interchange is 
not more frequent than that of D and V, as every one 
knows, it follows that the corv of corvus is the same as 
the corh of corbedu, the famous bird immortalized by i* 
Fontaine in France, and by Poe in America, in Englisl^ 
called a raven. Hence in corvus, crow, and cor beau, W^ 
have radically the same word, though we know not y^^ 
why such a bird was so called ; but we shall, no doubt; 
find it presently by the applying of our principles. Ii^^ 
us first, for this purpose, notice corbeau again. As i^ 
eau is an ending common to many words, it must, ^ 
such, have once been eal or el; U and I being, as '^^ 
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tave often shown, the same sign (hence heau and heV) ; 
and it must, when under such a form as ealy el or ily 
have served as an article first standing before the noun 
coThy behind which it must have afterwards fallen, just 
as the il of il sole fell behind sole, whence the French 
soleiL This is confirmed by M. Littre, who shows that 
in old French one of the forms for corheau was corbeil. 

The corb of corheau or corbel is all we have now to 
notice of this bird^s name. 

As two consonants have, in general, a vowel under- ^ 
stood betweeii them, corb is equal to corab, and this i^^^-' 
confirmed by the Sanskrit of raven, which is, according 
to M. Max Miiller and M. Littre, Mrava^ and the 
larav of this form is precisely equal to corah, the of 
the latter being for 02-, and 01 for d ; and the h at the 
end being the same as I?, as shown above. As the C of 
^orah is for the aspirate, so is the k of its Sanskrit 
^araVy because it does here but represent the C ; and as 
the aspirate cannot any more than one of its substitutes 
be regarded as belonging to the root of a word, it follows 
that orahy or arav, is alone to be accounted for. Now 
^ in the ah of orab and the av of ar^z? we have the same 
Word, and as the av of the latter cannot differ from the 
^^ of the Latin avis, a bird, we are naturally led to 
suspect that the ar by which it is preceded must be a 
Word serving to express the quality of avis. And grant- 
^ this, what must be the meaning of the ar of arav ? 
We know that it cannot, any more than the or of orahy 
differ from oir, its (JL being equal to oiy which combination 
^akes a part of coirbay and this word happens to be — 
according to M. Littr^ — the name of the raven in Wallon. 
^ut its C is here, as in the corb of corbeaUy for the 
aspirate; and as this coir of coirba has not, under its 
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present form any meaning, we are free to change itfl C 
for some other substitute of the aspirate until we^find a 
word that will apply when prefixed as an epithet to fl»i*« 
When 5, which is a common substitute for the aspirate, is 
prefixed to the oir of coirba, it will produce soity which 
cannot differ either from the ser of serm (late) or froia 
the ser of seruniy evening. But the raven is not a late 
bird, nor is it ever called an evening bird. The ideas 
expressed by late and evening can, however, be traced to 
^those belonging to night ; and as night implies darkness, 
and consequently blackness, it follows that the WaDon 
word for raven, that is, coirbaj cannot, from its being 
equal to soirha, differ in meaning from the dark or bhck 
bird ; and such epithets as these "Will apply to both the 
crow and the raven. I was forgetting to observe that 
the CL of coirba must have first gone before its 6, whence 
ab and the av of avis. 

Let us now confirm this etymology. The Hebrew of 
the verb to fly is ^ opy and of which p^iy oup^ a bird, is 
but a diiferent form ; nor can either of these differ ftom 
the QjX) of the Latin avis, a bird. And this is so evident, 
that Parkhurst referring to f|y op says, ^^ Hence Latin 
avisy a bird \'^ 

Now as. the fuller form of the orb of corbeau is, as 
shown above, oir-ab, this combination of two words may 
be said to have, since oir is for soir, the literal meaning 
of dark or black bird. But when these words oir'(^ 
coalesced, they became, by the dropping of the U, orb, itt 
Hebrew n^ny. Now this word has, according to Park- 
hurst ^, these several meanings : " The evening ; to h^ 
darkened, duskily obscured ;^^ and also this very impor- 
tant meaning, ^^ A crow, a raven from its dark colour*/' 

1 Lex. p. 492. 2 Lex. p. 501. » Lex. p. 502. 
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lis etymology cannot be called in question ; it is too 
mt for that. But Parkhurst has failed to observe 
the 3 6 of mj^ orb (corbeau) is for ab, and conse- 
tly for the av of avis. Hence the or of orb is the 
word for both evening and darkness, and its fuller 
air is not only the root of the French soir but of 
also. "When M. Littre gave the Wallon coirba for 
au, he little thought that this word contains in 
: the several meanings of evening y darkness, and bird; 
from his not knowing this, it has not been in his ^ 
jr to tell his learned countrymen why the corbeau ^ 
first named as it is. He could not, however, help 
jiving that the name of this bird, in several lan- 
ces, bears a very close resemblance to the word by 
h it is signified in Hebrew, and, according to him, 
Hebrew word is Aarab, Parkhurst does not, how- 
give such a form for raven as Aarab, but orb mj^ 
Sander and Tremel^s dictionary gives also orb, 
luotes the passage in Genesis viii. 7, which says, 
d he sent forth a raven ;" and here, too, the Hebrew 
)j^ orb. But orb cannot, as our analysis of it has 
n, diflfer otherwise from Aarab than by its wanting 
aspirate h, to which its initial vowel is justly 
led. We have, therefore, it may be said, in orb and 
') the same word, for the h should not be counted. 
Parkhurst has failed to perceive that the b of orb 
r ab, and that ab is for the av of avis; the philo- 
ts of other languages seem to have failed not only 
lis respect but in all others. Thus Greek, scholars 
ot perceive that the feopcov of Hopdvr) (the crow) 
is the blackbirds This arises from their not know- 
hat the k of this word is for the aspirate, and that 
is alone to be accounted for. And if they knew 

s 
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this, they would have still to learn that theor of i^'o 
is, as just shown, equal to oir^ andoir to soir, and^oif to 
the ser of serum, which has the same meaning in Latin 
as 8oir has in French — that of evening, and consequently 
of darkness. They would have also to learn that the tiv 
of KopcovT) is for bird, and this is confirmed by its being 
taken in this sense in oUovo^, the literal meaning of wWch 
is lone or single bird, oi being for 0I09, single or alone, and 
G)j/ for bird; whence omen, such birds as fly alone having 
A been preferred by augurs to all others for divination. 
And that the wv of ouovo^ has here this meaning of 
bird is further shown by a>6v, Greek of egg, which idea 
was called after bird. I find also in Gaelic that eun 
means a bird, and such a form cannot differ, except con- 
ventionally, from either &v or oi>6v. 

Now what difference is there between the tov of olovo^ 
and the op of opvi^, which is the usual word in Greek 
for bird ? There is none whatever, and yet there might 
be a very great difference. And why so ? Because (W 
and op are two roots, and here they have each the 
meaning of bird; but this is only conventional, for they 
might have many other very different meanings, but 
still conventionally. We should bear in mind that the 
roots of a language have all emanated from the same 
single source — man^s first word; and though they may, 
for this reason, be regarded as making only one root, yet 
they have, by universal consent, obtained not one and the 
same meaning, but a great many ; just as the letters of an 
alphabet, which, though representing a single sign, have 
also obtained many different forms and powers. There 
may have been once in Greek many dialects long since 
forgotten ; and each of them may have had, for aught 
we know, a particular word of its own for signifying hiti^ 
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Of the several words for crow or raven, in Greek and 
Latin, perhaps the most difficult to explain ^re icopa^ 
and eornix, to which I would give the assumed forms of 
KopaicQ^ and cornicus; for X is a compound letter, having 
the power of ks, which, with the vowels understood, 
is equal to akoa or ieiis, the roots ak and ic being now 
each of them for bird; for the k of Inkos, as shown 
farther back, is equal to the p of htjpiis ; and for this 
reason so is korakos the same as korapos, of which the ap 
is equal to the av of avis. As to the U of comix y it is 
now merely euphonic, as it often is when following r. 
The diflPerence in meaning between the words crow 
^1 and raven is only conventional; and the same may be 
said of these words and the Latin merula and its French 
form merle, the mer of each form having now the mean- 
li iiig of black, and being equal to the maur of fiavpo^, 
}5 to the French maure and noir, as well as to the English 
Word moor, a black, and the mur of murky. Hence the 
liiglish of merula or merle is literally a blackbird. The 
^l of merula should be now considered as having once 
Bieant bird. When we do therefore give to merula its 
dder form of mervla, we see in its vl, with a vowel 
supplied, the vol of volo, to fly, whence fowl, a bird, just 
^in Hebrew ^ op is for the verb to^y, and ^ij; oup is 
for bird ; all such ideas and their names being traceable 
to the same source. 

It is now easy to perceive that the initial consonants 
of the words for raven given by M. Max Miiller in 
fr(Bfn, kraban and karava, do but represent the aspirate 
A, and that they should not, for this reason, be counted. 
Hence when they are left out, the remainder of each 
word will be found to be but another form of raven. 
And in order to see l^e radical identity of raven and 
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its Hebrew equivalent orh^ we need only remark that 
the rav of raven becomes arv by transposition^ and that 
arv cannot differ from arh^ nor arh from orb. The fdk 
of the German robe is to be traced to orb in the same 
way. 

Now since high and low are often signified alike, and 
since whiie and black are to be traced to the same source 
as high and low^ I may be here asked if the word foi 
raven and dove may not be expressed alike in different 
languages ? This may very well happen, just as it hap- 
pens in Saxon that blhe means not only white, but black 
also. Hence the English word dove which must have 
meant white^ cannot differ from dubh in Gaelic, and it isj 
I believe, the same word in Irish; yet dnbh means 
black. Hence the two birds mentioned in the history 
of the deluge may, at the remote time an event so awftJj 
and according to science so incredible, was first made 
known, have been signified by the same name. Or, we 
may say, that if at first there was only one bird men- 
tioned, at a later period there may have been two, which 
would arise from the same word meaning both white and 
blacky and consequently dove and raven. 

It has only now occurred to me that in my work on 
the Origin of Myths, published in 1856, I had occasion 
to give the etymology of both the raven and the rf(w;^ 
But though my discovery of the origin of language and 
myths was then as real as it is at present, I had not yet 
made myself acquainted with all its principles ; so that 
I am now, on consulting The Myths, really astonishec 
to perceive that my etymology of the raven made somi 
fourteen or fifteen years ago was in substance what iti 
at present. I even perceive that I gave then the origi 
of rooky which, on the present occasion has been over 
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looked. Thus referring to the cor of corb^^ I showed that 
when read after the Hebrew manner, it was roc^ and 
that roe is the same as roh^ and consequently as rook. 

I beg also to draw the reader's attention to the sub- 
joined passage, published in 1856 : — 

"The following will serve to show how little the 
learned Gesenius knew of the various forms of the 
Hebrew word orhy raven : ' No root is to be sought in 
the Phoenicio-Shemetic languages, but to this answers 
the Sanskrit karawa. The letters h and W are shown not 
to belong to the root by the Greek korax, and apparently 
the Latin comix.* He means that the 6 of orb is no 
part of its root, and so far he is right ; but in what way 
it came to belong to or, making this word become orb, 
of course he cannot imagine, his knowledge of its not 
heing here radical having been obtained not through 
aaj rale or principle, but merely by comparing orb with 
torax. As to the Sanskrit karawa (raven), it appears to 
have a meaning more than Gesenius suspected. Its W 
18» of <5ourse, no part of the root meaning raven, this 
heing expressed by kar; but it is, however, a root ; for 
««p« is equal to ava, and ava to avis, the Latin of bird; 
aad the meaning of the whole word karawa, or, as we 
nught write it, kar-ava or kara/via, seems to be black- 
bird, ka/r being for black, and awa for bird; so that 
wp is the root of awa, and it must have once meant bird, 
or a form very similar to it [that is, to aw'\ ; such as av, 
ou, ouv, or still, op, op, or oup, must have had this mean- 
ing. In Hebrew both op and oup mean a bird ; they are 
but different ways of writing the same word. Though 
I cannot help considering the Greek korax (raven) as 
meaning only black, yet I strongly suspect that korone 

^ Myths, vol. ii. p. 396. 
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(a crow) means both black and bird j its non-radical pa 
being merely ^, its kor being, like the kor of korax i 
blacky and its On being the same as the idn of oim 
which means bird*/^ 

This passage, published in 1856, though somewh 
diflPerent from any of those by which we have to-di 
shown the primary signification of raven, leads, hoT 
ever, to the same result ; namely, that the word ravi 
has, in no matter what language, the literal meaning • 
blackbird, and not the shoiUery as the learned Sanskr 
scholar and correspondent of the Institute, M. Mi 
MuUer, asserts, in a work for which he obtained the pri 
Volney. 

I sent, however, in 1856, as a competitor for the pri 
Volney, the two volumes from the second of which 
have just transcribed a considerable portion of my etj 
mology of raven, sufficient to show that I had even the 
discovered the primary signification of this bird^s nair 
in Sanskrit, Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and French. Bi 
did the body of the very learned, honourable, and coi 
scientious gentlemen, who were commissioned to examii 
my work, ever read my etymology of raven ? No ; the 
never did. But how do I know ? I have found it oi 
in this way : having my suspicions that my work ha 
never been carefully gone through, I paid a visit to tl 
Institute last year, and requested to be shown my t^ 
volumes, as if I wanted to copy something out of then 
but this was not my real object. When they we 
presented to me, I saw that the whole of the leaves 
the first volume had not been cut open, and that tl 
favour had been granted to only a few pages at t 
beginning of the second volume; so that towards the ei 

« Myths, vol. ii. p. 399. 
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^teore my etymology of raven happens to be, all ap- 

]^it^d as completely intact as when it came from the 

pimter. Now, as M. Littre was elected member of the 

Institute in 1839, and as his honourable colleagues 

consider him a very high authority in all matters 

idating to philology, he may have very well been on 

the committee for the prix Volney in 1856, just as he 

was last year ; and if so, we need not be surprised at his 

being even still totally ignorant of the etymology of 

^heau; for to give us only the different forms of this 

Word in several languages is no etymology, and M.' 

littre does no more. 

Now, if every tame raven throughout France were to 
oe cliristened corbeau by his keeper, he would soon find 
out that this was his name, and he would answer to it 
accordingly. But his knowledge of the word would go 
no farther — ^he could not divine its origiual meaning ; 
. hence there is not, in this respect, a shade 'of difference 
between the great Sanskrit scholar, M. Max Miiller, and 
Maitre Corbeau. But I may be told that M. Max Miiller 
tnows the word for raven in several languages, which 
Maitre Corbeau does not. And this, I must admit, is 
very true. On such knowledge I do not, however, set 
much value ; nor is it the kind of knowledge I allude to. 
What I want to know is this : why was the bird called 
a raven distinguished by this name more than by that of 
eat or dog, or any other name ? Can M. Max Miiller 
tell me why ? No. Can M. Littre tell me why ? No. 
Can any member of the French Academy or the French 
Institute tell me why ? No ; for M. Littre, who is per- 
haps more learned in philology than any of them, cannot 
tell me why. Can any of the German school tell me 
why ? No ; for M. Max Muller, who is a learned Ger- 
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man, cannot tell me why, and yet he knows all that lia^ 
been ever written or said relating to the word raven \% 
his own language. 

I must therefore conclude that, from the learned mei 
and learned bodies of men here alluded to, not knowing 
the original meaning of the word raven, they are not, ir 
this respect, as I have already declared, and as I do agaii 
declare, a shade more enlightened than Maitre Corbeac 
himself. 

But might not, I shall be asked, the Hebrew scholan 
of France and Germany have discovered the origina 
meaning of raven on merely consulting a Hebrew dic- 
tionary? Certainly they might; but that would hav< 
been considered as something very low; for Hebrew 
appears to be with philologists no longer in the fashiott 
whilst Sanskrit is, to use a vulgar phrase, '^ all the go/ 
And yet, strange to say, I have not yet met with a singl 

* 

pretended etymology made through a knowledge 
Sanskrit, that did not prove to be, like the etymology 
raven, not merely a mistake, but, on my soul, a veq 
gross blunder ; and of this I have, I dare assert, giver 
in the foregoing pages some very palpable proofs ; bm 
others — ^philologists less difficult to please — philologisti 
with no principles whatever to guide them — ^may be moP 
fortunate than I have been. 

Has not, I may be asked, Parkhurst's etymology 
raven greatly served me ? It has served me so far as t 
confirm my own ; for if I knew not a word of Hebrev 
my etymology of raven would have been just what it i 
But does Parkhurst's etymology deserve to be so called 

As the same word in Hebrew may be said to mei 
both darkness and raven, no ingenuity was needed f 
perceiving that the raven must have been named aft 



Origin of Language and Myths. 265 

dark colour. But where a little ingenuity was 
ocded, Parkhurst displayed none ; I allude to the h of 
"^Oj which this authority has failed to observe is for ohy 
■>.d ah for the O/O of avis; a vowel being frequently, but 
ot always, understood between two consonants. 

IVhat has so long kept etymologists from discovering 
h.e original meaning of raven was the belief that this 
ird was called after its croak or cry ; whilst it was the 
iea expressed by the word croak that took its name 
"^om the bird, and not the bird from its croaking. Hence 
Ixe Greek Kpayyfio^, the Latin crocitus, the French croassC' 
^CTit, and the English croak, are all imitations of the 
•^me sound — of the cry of crows and ravens. There isj 
'terefore, no resemblance between such a sound and that 
^f such names as inj^ orb, rahe, raven, and the corb of 
^orleau. 

The raven was not therefore called after its croaking 

Or shouting, but after its colour; so that the literal 

Daeaning of its name is blackbird, and nothing else ; and 

from the corb of cor^eau, a raven, being equal to corw, 

and from this being the word crow itself, we see that the 

name of the crow does not differ in meaning from that 

of the raven ; hence the common comparison, ^^ as black 

as a crow ;^' and hence in his description of a beautiful 

woman the poet says, ^^ Her hair was the raven's 

sdng.^' 
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CHAPTER XXXII. 

PYBAMTD. 

The reader must be now^ from all he has just seen, 
well prepared to discover the primary signification — 
hitherto unknown — of the word pyramid, which happens 
to name one of the wonders of the world. Many learned 
philologists have tried, but in vain, to find out what this 
word means. Its radical part, pyram, is the same in 
both Greek and Latin ; and as this radical part cannot 
differ from pyrum, or, as it is also written, piruMy and 
aspyrum or pirum is the Latin oi pear, and as this fruit 
was, as shown above, called after its conical figure, even 
so was a pyramid. Hence so great an object has not, 
because ending in a point, obtained a prouder name than 
the one assigned to a pear or a boy^s spinning top. 

There is in De Roquefort a long article on the word 
pyramidy too long for insertion here. But it is in sub- 
stance to this effect ; that Lancelot and Daviler derive it 
from pur (Greek oi fire), because a flame ascends in the 
shape of a point. But Volney supposes pur to be for the 
Egyptian word hour, which means an excavation in the 
earth, and that the amis of pyramis may be for amit, 
which means du mort (of the dead) ; so that pyramid, or 
pyramis, would, according to this authority, signify a 
sepulchre, or place for the dead. This etymology has not 
prevailed, because no one could suppose pyramis to have 
had for its original the Egyptian words hour and amiU 
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►onnegan gives the following under wvpa/ik : " The 
d. grammarians derive the word, some from Trvp, fire, 
arae having a eonical appearance, others, from irvpo^, 

la«ap of corn, either very improbable : most likely, as 
^assow supposes, an Egyptian word/' 

M. Littre's etymology is as follows : '^ irvpafik. Ce 
lot qu'on s'attendrait k trouver dans Pfigyptien, mais 
.^^on Jk'j retrouve pas, a ete rattache par les Grecs 
ant6t k 7rt}p, parce que la flamme se termine naturelle- 
Q^ut en pointe, tant6t k wvpafiiq, g&teau conique qu'on 
•ffrait aux morts. D'apres Brunet de Presle, les Grecs 
•^t compare la pyramide k ce g&teau conique, de m^me 
[^'ils avaient nomme o^eXLaxo^, hrochette, les obelisques. 
•*^^paiJik, g&teau, vient de irvpo^j froment/^ 

This etymology, in which there is more than one 
Mistake, serves to confirm our own. Fi'om it we learn 
'b.at the Greeks, as well as other people, named objects 
^M)er their forms. Thus, as an obelisk ends in a point 
'*^ey gave it a name of similar import; that is, they 
-^lled it after a word signifying pointed. Now a bro- 
^^ette or little spit happens to have this meaning in 
'Jreek just as it has in French and English ; but it does 
tiot follow that the Greeks were thinking of such an 
ilistrument as a spit when they first named an obelisk. 
Ihe word, no doubt, then signified pointed ; and from its 
baving this general meaning, it must, under different 
nodified forms, have served as a name for many other 
>bjects ending in a point. The Greeks are allowed to 
lave had a cake called a puramis, long anterior to their 
laving seen a pyramid ; what, then, let me ask, was the 
leaning of puramis ? The cake so named was called 
fter its form ; that is, it meant the pointed; and there is 
othing to show that the Greeks were thinking of such a 
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cake when they gave the same name to a pyramid. As 
well might we say that the pit of pitus (the Greek of 
the pine) is derived from the kitchen utensil called a 
spit, both words being radically the same, and having 
the same primary signification, that of pointed. Or as 
well might we say that hroche (the French of spit) took 
its name from brocket (the French of the fish called the 
pike), for the reason that the latter has a sharp snout. 

We do therefore conclude that a pyramid did not 
first mean a place for the dead, nor was it called after 
fire, a heap of com, or a cake; in short, after no particular 
object whatever ; but that it was like ajo^ar, the pine-tree, 
or a boy's spinning top — designated by a word that had 
the meaning of cone. 



CHAPTER XXXm. 

M. LITTR^'S ETYMOLOGY OFPITCH, ' POISSABJD, POISSAEDE, 

ETC. 

The following forms of the Word pitcA, taken from dif- 
ferent languages and their dialects, are given by M» 
lAttre : peffe^peffuC) pes, pez, pece, picean, Triatra, and the 
Sanskrit piccha. 

Now all these words for poix are but so many modified 
forms of the Greek name of the tree (pitus) which 
yields pit'cA ; but to this M. Littre never alludes ; and 
we cannot, for this reason, imagine why poix or pitcA 
was named as it is. He may say that it can be ti*aced 
even to the Sanskrit piccha, which is only telling us that 
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$re is in Sanskrit a word having the meaning of poix ; 
does not let us know after what either j»(?ir or pitch 
& called^ and this is what the philosophy of language 
quires of every philologist. But how can this know- 
ige be acquired if philologists know nothing of the 
igin of speech ? M. Max Muller says, ^^ We know not 
5t what speech is/' 

This French word ior pitch {poix) has, from its resem- 
lance to the poiss of poissard and poissa/rdej been the 
iuse of a serious mistake. M. Littre quotes under 
^issardy poissarde, in the partie historique of his dic- 
onary, relating to this word, the following passage : 
XVI. Siecle. Poix ^ontyiQut poissard ^our un larron^ 
ab. Estienne, Gramm. Fran9. p. 108, dans Lacume.^' 
lis etymology, which is very faulty, is accepted by M. 
ttre, who says, V Poix, comme on le voit par Fhistorique, 
le sens propre de poissard, et veut dire fripon, vaurien, 
►leur, dont les doigts se coUent aux objets comme de la 
•ix ; il s'est particularise pour exprimer la grossieret^, et, 
^core davantage, pour exprimer la grossierete des halles. 
^^i^poissorij malgr^ Fapparence, n'y est pour rien; seule- 
^ent la persuasion qu'il y etait pour quelque chose a 
etermin^ le sens que poissarde a aujourd'hui.'^ 

This happens to be a great mistake. Poisson is for 
^^y thing m poissarde, whilst jo.oe^ ox pitch is for nothing 
^ all. Poissarde must have first been poissonurde, 
•^d have then been contracted to poissarde, when it 
iterally meant fishwoman^ just as poissard must have 
J^eant fishman. When at a later period dealers in fish 
^ere found to be remarkable for their coarseness of Ian- 
?^e and manners, ill-bred persons, on being compared 
^ them, were often called after them. But never at 
first did any such name as poissard or poissarde imply 
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thieving, nor had it then any relationship whatever witH 
the idea expressed by the word poix or pitch, Fartli 
back I had occasion to show that a fish was called afles?' 
the element in which it lives, that is, after water, an^i^ 
that poisson and bouson are traceable to the same source ^ 
this arising from boisson also having been named afte:«^ 
water, man^s universal drink. But aqua (water) and 
piscis (a fish) bear so slight a resemblance to each other 
in form, that when the latter took the name it has iiow> 
the word for water must have been very like it. Hence 
the Latin piscina and piscis are radically the same word ; 
and piscina means not only a reservoir for fish, but for 
preserving water; it signifies also a place for bathing" 
or swimming, and sometimes, as Quicherat states, a sea. 
As to the pise of piscis, it is but another form of the 

poiss oi poisson ; and pois is, by the joining of the and 

• 

1, equal to pass, and pass to vass or wass; in the latter 
of which we have the wass of wasser, German of water. 
If we drop the of the pois ot poisson, we obtain another 
well known word for water; and that it is the sam® 
as the pise of piscis (fish) is shown by the pise of ihe 
Italian piseiare, which has the same meaning as the 
poiss of poisson, when the O of this radical part of the 
French word iorfish is left out. Hqvlqq poissarde cannot 
differ from such a form as pissarde. The reader mus* 
know why the latter word, which is not French, might 
have very well replaced poissarde. It might have done 
so, he will say, because its radical part means water, 
conventionally animal water ; and though a poissarde 0' 
fishwoman did not take her name from water of 9»^1 
kind, but from fish, this will account, since fish has b^ 
called after water, why poissard might as well meaP^ * 
waterwoman as a fishwoman. 
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CHAPTER XXXIV. 

ETYMOLOGY OF ANIMAL WATER. 

though the word in both French and English for 
J water is well known to mean a certain kind of 
, yet, strange to say, philologists are ignorant of 
^^mology j that is to say, they know not how it has 
led the name by which it is known. M. Littre^s 
►logy of this word is as follows : — 
^2XkiVL,pihi; Vro^, jpissar; Cat. pixar; li&l.picciare 
are]; Valaque, Jo^*a; Allem. jom^;^; Sued. jo^*a; 

to piss. On ne connait pas Porigine de ce mot. 
•emarque qu^il n^est pas indigene sur le sol Ger- 
[ue ; il le croit d^origine Romane, et il incline k 
' qu^il provient d^une onomatopee; ce qui est 
oablable.^^ 

en we regard the p of this word as a substitute 
3 aspirate, and its eT as the common ending of all 
ti verbs of the first conjugation, its root iss will 
remain, and as the consonant should not now be 
id, iss must be reduced to is; that is, since 1 has 
understood, ois, which, from O and 1 composing a, 

as. But when the O of ois was dropped, is 
e the root. Our word for animal water may have 
)re appeared at different times, under three farms, 
y, oisy aSy and is, which, when the aspirate h was 
3nted by p became pois, pas, and pis. In the 
I of these three roots, ois, as, is, we see the Sans- 
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krit of the verb to bCy and of which is became a con- 
traction; and this confirms our etymology, since the 
verb to be and waiter are, as we have already often seem, 
expressed alike. 

We have now only to observe that all the roots of a 
language are, like the letters of an alphabet, equal to one 
another, and that they never differ in meaning save 
conventionally ; and we can then account for the roots 
of such words as signify water ending with different 
consonants. The aq of aqim must be therefore con- 
sidered as equal to the as of wasaer, of which the W 
does here but represent the aspirate Jl, so that as, or 
a combination of equal value, must have once had in 
German the same meaning wasser has at present. This 
remark will also apply to the English water y of which 
at is the root. 

Now, from knowing as we do that a fish was firs^i 
called after the element to which it belongs, its nam© 
in different languages should be regarded as so many 
words for water. Fish is therefore the wass of wasseff 
and so is the joisc of piscis, as it is easy to perceive ; and 
visA, vash and wash, may have been other forms of i^* 
Every one must admit that the German wasser and 'V)(m 
in English are expressive of kindred ideas, so that if such 
a form as fish can be equal to that of washy it cannot 
be less so to that of wassy radical part of wasser. And 
it is so easy to conceive a close relationship between 
two such ideas as fish and water, that every one, except 
a very learned philologist, may well ask if the etymology 
of fish has not been hitherto known ? We answer thflt 
it has not ; for to give a great many of the words by 
which it is signified in different languages is not to tdl 
us why a fish was, when first named, called a fish. 
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M. Littre quotes wvAi^x poisson many of its equivalents in 
other languages besides French ; but this is all he seems 
to know of its origin. The last of the words which he 
gives for fish is the Gaelic iasg, and this form differs 
but very slightly from the uisg of uisge, which in the 
same language means both water and whisky. But 
why should a fish have a name not different from that 
of whisky ? Because whisky is a liquor, and every such 
idea as liquor or liquid was at first called after water, 
as we saw farther back. But the more any one is learned 
in philology as this science has been hitherto known, the 
more difficult it will be for him to admit the reality of 
a new etymology. All old philologists should therefore 
l)e bom over again, and think like little children. 



CHAPTER XXXV. 
A child's etymology op animal water. 

I Was once crossing a bridge with a French family, 
when a little boy, not yet three years old, was raised by 
^ father to the parapet. The child on beholding the 
^ter, exclaimed, " Oh ! pipi ! ^^ which happens to be 
'ke French word used in the nursery for signifying 
animal water. Upon hearing this child so express itself, 
I said to the father, " There is an etymology for you ! 
and one which, in all probability, one of your most 
'earned academicians could not make.'' And has not the 
^th of my observation been confirmed by M. Littre's 
attempt, as we saw a while ago, to discover the original 

T 
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meaning of the word for animal water, and of wHcl 
pipi is the diminutive? But of this diminutiye W 
Littre does not attempt the etymology ; all he says c 
it is, that it is the ^^terme enfantin pour designs 
Murine. Faire jo^joi, pisser/' 

The child here referred to is now a brave militai 
man; and if I were to ask him after what ^^ipi ws 
first called, I am sure he could not tell, even though 
were to save him from being shot. He told it, howeve 
when little more than a baby, and that too without tt 
least effort. Men must, therefore, when they first bega 
to give names to things, have found the task far let 
difficult than we now imagine ; and they would, e 
doubt, find this task still very easy if they could onl 
bring back the days of their childhood, and always tr 
to think as they did then, while engaged in signifyin 
their thoughts by articulate sounds. As children ui 
checked are now accustomed to reason with themselvi 
when making words of their own, even so were full grow 
men accustomed to do at the birth of language. The 
could not, like the learned philologists of our day, t 
ignorant of the primary signification of so simple a woi 
as pipi ; they could as easily tell after what this idea wj 
called, as the child we have referred to has done. 

We can now discover many of the words first sign 
fying water by merely knowing the ideas called after i 
and of which one or two instances may now be givei 
We have already shown how in piscis, poisson and fis* 
words signifying water may be found; and to thes 
we may here add the same ideas as they are expresse 
in Hebrew and Greek. 
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CHAPTER XXXVI. 

ETYMOLOGY OP DAGON. A MYTH. 

The Hebrew of fish is signified by these two signs :n 
^i which, with vowels supplied, are equal to de-ag^ or 
^«^, and here, as in "im dbr (word), which is allowed 
^ 1)8 for dehuTy the de or id may be regarded as an 
^•rticle, and as having the meaning of the. According 
^ this analysis, the ag of de-ag is the root of this word, 
^d is for water ; so that the literal meaning of X\ dg or 
^-dg is the water. In ag it is easy to perceive a form 
^^ual to ak or aquy in the latter of which we have the 
root of aqua. But as every article, whether definite or 
iiidefinite, means oney as we have shown ; de-ag may, 
^hen it first signified a fish, have meant one-water ; that 

• 

^) one belonging to water, or the water-one, :iK ag or 
a form of eqiial value must have therefore, as well as 
D' im, meant water in Hebrew, or in one of its dialects. 
We should not neglect to notice a myth that has 
oeeu suggested by the Hebrew oi fish. The radical 
part of Dagon is Dag, which is equal to :n dg, 2^ fish ; 
^iid Dagon was, says Parkhurst*, ^^ The Aleim of the 
■Philistines, mentioned Judg. xvi. 23, 1 Sam. v. and al/^ 
And the same authority adds : " From 1 Sam. v. 4, it 
^ probable that the lower part of this idol resembled a 
^*A> and it appears plain from the prohibitions, Exod. 
^- 4, Deut. iv. 18, that the idolatry in those parts Had 

Lex. p. 105 
T 3 
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anciently some fishy idols^ as it is certain they had iiv 
later times/' 

This very gross superstition of worshipping a fish a^ 
God, must have arisen from the same word having 
served to designate both a fish and the sun at a tim^ 
when the latter was revered as the supreme divinity— 
Hence the dag of Dagon cannot, from the interchange^ 
of g and y, differ from day, as is shown by the Germans 
tag ; and dies (Latin of day) and Deus are but different 
forms of the same word. When we do therefore « 
the dag of Dagon from right to left, we get gady whid^- 
was, according to the learned, one of the names of th^^ 
sun, as the following will suflBce to show: ^'MeiLi 
approaches most nearly to a word used by the prophe* 
Isaiah, which has been understood by the most learned 
interpreters as meaning the moon. ' Ye are they thai? 
prepare a table for Gad, and that furnish the offerings 
unto Meniy Isa. Ixv. 11. As Gad is understood of the 
sun, we learn from Diodorus Siculus that Meni is to be 
viewed as a designation of the moon^/' 



CHAPTER XXXVII. 

WHY FISH AND SAVIOUR HAVE BEEN EXPRESSED ALlKB* 

And that the idea fish must have been regarded wiw^ 
favour by the chosen people of God, would seem fro^^ 
the following : " And the head of Dagon, and both tb^ 

7 See Dr. Jamieson's Dictionary, article " Moon." 



5: 
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1ms of his hands were cut off upon the threshold; 
ly the stump oi Dagon was left to him ^" 
According to the marginal note in the Bible, the 
>rd stump is here used instead of the fishy part; by 
lich we are allowed to infer that the part of Dagon 
lich resembled a fish was respected. But why so ? 
^cause a fish was called after water, and water after 
2, of which it is a principal support ; and life after 
e sun, the supposed author of existence, and which 
Ls anciently, as we have shown from the admissions of 
e learned, called a Saviour. Hence a fish, though not 
Lied after Saviour y may have often had a name not 
lerent from the one expressing this idea. 
Higgins has the following : " Calmet has observed 
at this word Bag means preserver , which I suppose is 
e same as Saviour *" 

Preserver has, of course, the meaning of Saviour , 
ice preservare means to save. Hence Dagon, whose 
jne does not differ from that of a fish, was revered as 
Saviour, and for which he might thank his name, 
ad the word Dagon resembled the one signifying a 
lU, a horse, or a serpent, he would have been wor- 
ipped under the form of one of those animals. 
Salt has also suggested many superstitious notions ; 
id why so? because it took its name from the sea, 
hich has been called after water, and because it is con- 
antly used for saving or curing flesh. It may have 
lerefore been often expressed by a word not different 
om that meaning water, fish, saver, or saviour. Holy 
ater, which I once saw made, is nothing more than 
it and water blessed by a priest. There are few B/oman 
atholic families without it in their bed-rooms. Need 

' 1 Sam. y. 4. ' Anacalypns, vol. i. p. 639. 
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we now wonder at the primitive Christians having si 
fied their belief in a Saviour, and the feith in w 
they died, by the figure of a fish on their tonibst( 
Their faith was also signified, says De Roquefort, bj 
two first letters of lyOx)^ (a fish), being the initial s 
of Jesus Christ. 

Calmet also says, in his Dictionary of the Holy E 
'^ Among the primitive Christians the figure of a 
was adopted as a sign of Christianity; and it is s( 
tured among the inscriptions on their tombstones, 
private indication that the persons there interred 
Christians. This hint was understood by brother C 
tians, while it was an enigma to the heathens \^^ 

And is not Christ himself somewhere called a/*i 
were not most of His first followers fishermen, and do€ 
the Pope at the present hour style himself a fisherr 
Great stress appears to have been laid on the cir 
stance of Christ having been called difish; only wi 
the following : " Jesus is called a fish by St. Augi 
who says he found the purity of Jesus Christ ii 
word^^. ' For He is,' says the saint, ^ a fish that 
in the midst of waters.' Paulinus saw Jesus Chi 
the miracle of the five loaves and two fishes, ' who 
fsk of the living waters/ Prosper finds in it the s 
ings of Jesus Christ, ^for He is the fish dressed c 
death/ Tertullian finds the Christian Church in it 
the faithful were with Him; so many fishes bred : 
water, and saved by one great fish. Baptism i 
water, out of which there is neither life nor immor 
St. Jerome commending a man that desired baj 
tells him that, like the son of a fish, he desires 
cast into the water *.'' 

* See Fragments, No. cxlv. p. 105. 2 Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 
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But the sole cause of this must be ascribed to the 
circumstance of the three ideas water^ fish, and saviour, 
having been expressed by the same word. Other causes 
have^ however, been imagined. Thus the author just 
quoted says, ^ But I ask, what has Jesus Christ to do 
with a fish ? Why was He called a fish ? Why was the 
Saviour IHS^ which is the monogram of the Saviour 
Bacchus, called 'I^^^iJ?. Here are the Saviour, the cycle, 
and the fish, all identified. The answer is, because 
emblems of the sun, of that higher power spoken of by 
Martianus • Capella, of which the sun is himself the 
emblem; or, as Mr. Parkhurst would say, they were 
types of the Saviour ^'' 

It is no such thing. We shall see when we come to 
consider the name Bacchus, that it docs not difier from 
^y word meaning water or fish, which accounts for this 
^vinity having been called a saviour, and for his having 
^^ same monogram as Christ. Bacchus may well be 
Warded by all true Christians who believe in religious 
^^bols, as a genuine type of the Founder of their holy 
religion. 



CHAPTER XXXVIII. 

"Universal belief in the sacredness of water 

ACCOUNTED FOR. 

^ St as we Jbave accounted for a. fish having been once 
'"^^red as a God, even so are we to account for the ancient 
^lief in the sacredness of water. I am therefore com- 

3 Anac. p. 636. 
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pelled to regard the following very profound explanation 
of this apparent mystery as another great mistake. The 
real solution of this question is uncommonly simple; 
taken as a myth, it lies on the surface : '^ Among aB 
nations, and from the earliest period, water has been used 
as a species of religious sacrament. This, like most of 
the other rites of the ancients when examined to the 
bottom, turns out to be founded on very recondite and 
philosophical principles, equally common in all countries. 
We have seen that the sun, hght, or fire, was the first 
preserver at the same time that he was the ereator and 
destroyer. But though he was the preserver and the re- 
generator, it is evident that he alone, without an assistant 
element, could regenerate nothing, though that element 
itself was indebted to him for its existence. That element 
was water. Water was the agent by which every thing 
was regenerated or born again. Water was in a peculiar 
manner the great agent of the sun : without the sun, eithei 
as light, heat or fire, water would be an adamantine mass. 

" Without water the power of the sun would produce 
no living existence, animal or vegetable. Hence, in all 
nations, we find the *'JS/3Q)9, the Dove, or Divine Love^ 
operating by means of its agent water ; and all nations 
using the ceremony of plunging, or, as we call it, baptiz- 
ing for the remission of sins, to introduce the hierophant 
to a regeneration, to a new birth unto righteousness*.^' 

And so this very erudite reasoner continues to account 
for the ancient and universal belief in the sacredness oi 
water. But when this element was first named it was 
called after that of which it was a principal support — ^life. 
And when this first signification was lost sight of, and 
when the word for water was perceived to mean not only 

^ Anac. V. i. p. 529. 
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lifcy but also Bave — ^because life was called after the sun, 
and because the sun had, as we have seen, for one of his 
many names, that of Saviour — then water was, because 
of its two meanings — life and save — believed to have the 
power of saving life. And such was, with the heathen, 
ages anterior to the Christian era, the origin of baptism. 
This sacred ceremony was, therefore, typified in very 
remote times, for the enlightenment of all believers in 
the truth to be long after revealed. At least so must it 
be admitted by all the good Christians who have any 
faith in the doctrine of types. 

We have already alluded to the radical identity in Gaelic 
of the words for water and fish {uisge and iasg), and 
to which I now beg to add the following from Higgins : 
'^ In the old Irish, Ischa, which is the Eastern name of 
Jesus, means a fish, and the Welsh V, is our single P ; 
and P F is the Welsh P. Ischa with the digamma is 
P— ischa. 

^^ In addition to what I have said in Book X., chapter 
iv.^ section 5, 1 have to observe, that Buddha was called, 
not only as we have seen elsewhere Fo or Po, but he was 
also called Dak or Dag Po — :n dg, which was literally 
the Fish Po, or Pish Buddha Pisces. See Littleton in 
Voce Piscis. The Pope was not only chief of the shep- 
herds, but he was chief of fishermen, a name which he 
gives himself, and on this account he carries apoitrine. 
On this account also, the followers of Jesus were fisher- 
men. The name Dag Po was evidently Buddha in his 
eighth or ninth incarnation. The Buddhists, we must 
remember, claim to have the same number of incarnations 
as the Brahmins. It is very difficult to discover in what 
the difference between the two sects consists ^^' 

^ Anac. vol. i. p. 836. See note. 
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This learned authority does not mistake when h 
observes that ischa becomes with the digamma prefixed 
equal to fish j but he did not suspect that ischa is als( 
with the digamma equal to uisge, which is the Graelic ol 
waUr, and Irish and Gaelic make^ as it were, one and the 
same language. The identity of the two words is the 
less difficult to perceive when we remark that the U of 
uisge is equal to V, and which is proved by the word 
whiskey of which the wh represents the 11 of uisge, A$ 
to the digamma referred to on this occasion by Higgins 
it does here but represent the aspirate fl. 



CHAPTER XXXIX. 

WHY VISHNU IS EEPRESENTED COMING OUT OF A FIS:^ 
WHY WATER AND FATHER ARE SIGNIFIED ALIKE. 

This view is further confirmed by Vishnu, who is tb 
Indian Avatar just as Jesus is the Avatar of the Chrie 
tians. And though Vishnu is represented as cominj 
out of a fish, were it not for the aspirate — here replacei 
by V — he would no doubt be shown as rising out 
water. It is scarcely necessary to observe that vish, tb 
radical part of Vishnu, is equal not only to fish, bu 
to vash, or the English verb wash, and the was of tin 
German wasser, water. 

There is something deserving of notice in the wok 
Avatar. When we drop its initial vowel we obtaii 
vatar, which cannot difier from water, nor from vater 



Origin of Language and Myths. 283 

German of father. The identity of two such names as 
wathr and father can be easily explained. Water is, as 
we have seen, traceable to the idea life, and life to the 
sun ; and father, as we shall see, means a maker, a well- 
known name of the sun. Hence though water and 
father have neither been called after the other ; yet from 
both belonging to the same source, we can account for 
the identity of the words by which they are expressed, 
though such words might differ greatly in form from 
each other, if their roots had only been different. 



CHAPTER XL. 

ORIGIN OP THE TRINITY; AN ANCIENT TYPE. 

Now, as the word Avatar means " the incarnation of the 
Deity in the Hindoo mythology /^ and as this incarna- 
tion was the Son, we have thus another proof to add 
to those to be given &rther on of the Father and the 
Son having been named alike. And this was another 
beautiful type of what was revealed long after by St. 
John. But the type does not stop here. In vater and 
pater we have the same word, and the radical part of 
each is vat and jmt; and as the d of these two forms 
must have with different people obtained the nasal 
sound, it follows that vat is equal to vant, and pat to 
pant ; and neither of these can differ from vent or wind. 
And wind or breath is, as every one knows, the meaning 
of spirit. And the Holy Spirit, or Spiritus Sanctus, or 
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Saint Esprit, is the Holy Ghost, ghost being here tb^ 
same as gu%ty wind. We have thus in the same woi^ 
Father y Son and Sj^irity that is, three in one; so thO'* 
when man believed in the Word as in God, he could 
not do less than regard these three persons as makingf> 
while being three, only one person. But why was not? 
this doctrine composed of more than three persons ? It? 
must have arisen from the identity of two such words 
as three and true. Hence, the Saxon of three is i/reo, 
and this cannot differ from t/reowy which in the same 
language means i/rue. The French say still, troisfois bon^, 
by which they mean tres bon; and tres is the Latin of 
threes and tres bon is rendered into English by ver;2f 
good s and very is the Latin verus, true. The Prencli 
vrai is still the same word. 



CHAPTER XLL 

ETYMOLOGY OP IXQT'S* 

It was, no doubt, from three and true having been thi^^ 
signified by the same word, that this hitherto mysterioir ^ 
dogma was not made to consist of more than thre^ 
persons. The pious Christian, he who has the leas^ 
faith in the truth of Divine symbols, must, from hi^ 
being well aware that the Trinity can be traced back to 
the remotest times, receive its having been first known to 
the heathen as a genuine type of his own blessed 
doctrine. Farther on I shall be again obliged to refer 
to this subject, and so confirm still more all I have now 
said of it. 
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I have forgotten to analyze lyOv^. Its two first 
letters compose its root; and as they are, from being 
equal to ot;^ and consequently to a;^, and as this cannot 
diflferfrom oky nor ok from aquy we see that its root is 
the same as that of aqua. And its or th having a 
vowel understood before it, lyQv^ must be equal to 
akithoa or a form of the same value, such as akathos or 
oketAas, And as the common ending os is here as an 
article fallen behind its noun, such a word as akith must 
have long preceded ouxOv^, and have then meant waf^r 
^>^y or fish; ith having in this case the power of a 
pronoun, such as is, or id in Latin, and as it in 
English. 



CHAPTER XLII. 

CAT AND DOG. 

■^^^ etymology of these words leads to several others 
^therto unknown. 

*'The word cat" writes M. Max Miiller, '^ the German 
^^tz€y is supposed to be an imitation of the sound made 
^y a cat spitting. But if the spitting were expressed 
^y the sibilant, that sibilant does not exist in the Latin 
^dtnSy nor in cat or kitten, nor in the German kater. 
The Sanskrit mdrjdray cat, might seem to imitate the 
purring of the cat ; but it is derived from the rpot mryy 
to clean, mdrjdra meaning the anifnal that always cleans 

itself r 

• Vol. i. p. 407. 
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In my humble opinion a cat was never named fn 
its habit of always cleaning itself, but from its bei 
an animal remarkable for its address in ^<z^hing 
^^ng its prey ; and I am further of opinion that si 
too is the primary signification of the word dog, A 
as all such ideas as caching, ^^ing, t(mcK\s!L^y ticKi 
Aolding, /eelingy &c., must have been called after 
hand, it follows that both cat and dog are indebted 
their names — but indirectly — to this member. He 
according to the grammarian Servius, catus or cai 
meant a dog as well as a cat. And catellus, which 
radically the same word^ means a tittle dog; and catt 
means not only a little female dog, but also a li 
chain. But why a chain ? Because a chain is that wh 
holds, and it has for this reason been called after 
hand. Hence the resemblance between the Frei 
words chaine and chiennCy and radically between cat 
and cat, and between chain and canis. In such a w 
as touch, we see a form equal to tonk, that is took, ' 
preterite of take, of which the root tak gives, when n 
from right to left, kat, which is equal to cat. A 
if we want to prove that this is no forced etymoloj 
we need only remark that as tickling is touching, X 
idea is expressed in French by chatoxxiAlQr, of which 
radical part means cat. But how are we to account 
feli8, a cat ? by regarding its radical ipsLrtfel as equal 
feel, which idea must have been called after the ha 
and this is confirmed hj felan, the Saxon of feel, 
which the root is fel. But there is no resemblance 
may be told, hetween felis and canis, nor between eit 
of these and manus. To which we may reply that 
same word does with time take several difierent for 
as is shown by one sign in an alphabet appearing 
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rome twenty-four or twenty-six very different ones. Be 
it also observed tbat we have now no language as it was 
at its birth, that every one of them, even the most an- 
cient, appears to be only a compound of several others no 
longer in existence. Thus I have no doubt \iMifeel or 
f^^y or some such form, must have once been a word for 
the hand^ and have belonged to some dialect, in all pro- 
bability long since forgotten. All we can now expect is 
to find a sufficient number of proofs for removing all 
doubt respecting the reality of our conclusions. In gale 
(Greek of cat) we see the same root we saw in the 
Eng-lish word gloxie^ that is, gal; so that we need only 
^ake its I take its form of Uy and we obtain gan^ root of 
gaut (French of glove), and which is the same as hant 
or handy as we have seen. And if we drop the n (the 
Dasal sound) of ganty we obtain gat, which is the root of 
gottoy the Italian of cat. And read as in Hebrew, gat 
gives tagy that is, dag or dog. The intelligent reader 
caxixiot here help observing that in gat we have a form 
^^al to the English verb gety which means to obtairiy to 
P^oe^f^^ ajij this idea also must have been named after 
^"^ hand. It was anciently written gat, 

^Ve may regard the genitive of kudn {konoa) as the 
oj^iginal of canisy and say that hund in Saxon and hound 
^ English may be referred to the same source. I learn 
from Pr. Schuster's German dictionary that hindan (an old 
^^man verb) means to seize ; and as this word is equal 
^ h-und (Saxon and German of hound) it confirms the 
^^th of my etymology j namely, that the dog was, as 
^^U as the cat, called after the idea of caUAimg, As to 
"'^^dy which bears the same form in Saxon, German, and 
^^g'lish, no one can doubt of its being the same as hund, 
-"^ti how does Dr. Schuster account for its origin ? He 
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derives it from the old verb hindan (to tahcy to m^* 
This is the common mistake of all etymologists, arising 
from their ignorance of the origin of language. The 
hand could not have been named after hindan ; it was 
hindan that must have been called after the hand; for if 
we allow hindan to be the original, and ask after what 
this idea was called, no one will be able to tell us with- 
out referring it to hand. Hand is therefore the original 
of hindan^ and not hindan the original of hand. Dr* 
Johnson makes a similar mistake in his etymology of 
hunt^ of which he writes : ^^ Hunt, v,a, huntian, Sax. 
from hundy a dog.^' It must be admitted that in hunt 
and hiind we have the same word ; yet neither of these 
two ideas received its name from the other, but they 
were both called after the idea of taking ; and as every 
Such idea has been signified by a word meaning the 
hand, this accounts for the identity (in form) of hunt 
and hund. 

The following from M. Littre will serve to prove be- 
yond all doubt that to hunt has for its primitive signifi- 
cation talcing or seizing, as we have just shown : " On 
trouve dans Du Cange, captator, chasseur, (?fl^^r^,cha6ser, 
captatiOy chasse.^' As captare is equal to ca/pere (to seize); 
this affords additional proof that such too is the meaning 
of to hunty and consequently of hund or hound. In Latin 
captor means not only he who seizes or takes, as it does 
in English, but hunter also; and that its root caf is 
equal to a form which must have once named the hand) 
we see on comparing it with the cap of the Latin ca^ 
(a castrated cock); and this must have meant cut, which 
idea was, as we have seen, called after that of dividing) 
primarily of making two parts of a thing, and which 
took its name from the hand, as already shown. And 
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e(vpo in Latin means not only a capon, but an 
nuch also, this is further proof that cap is equal to cut, 
'^e may therefore consider the cap of capo or capon as but 
different form of the coup oicoupery and this coup as 
it a different form of the cout of couteau, and cout as but 
different form of cut in English. But we should bear 
1 mind that neither the cat nor the dog was ever named 
fter to &fity but after to capture, the identity in the form 
f the names of two such ideas as cutting and capturing 
rising from their being traceable to the same source, and 
^ot from either of them having been called after the 
ther. 

Now as by adhering to our principles, the origin of 
he words of a language of which a person may be said 
know little or nothing, may be often traced to their 
•nmitive sources far more correctly than even by an 
ducated native ; we may perhaps be allowed to take the 
iberty of noticing the Sanskrit word for cat, which M. 
^ax Miiller informs us is mdrjara, and that its meaning 
^ '^the animal that always cleans itself/^ When we 
^e marj as the radical part of this word, and remark 
^t J had anciently the sound of 1 as it still has in Ger- 
man, but probably of long ^ as it seems to be composed 
t double I ; we bring it equal to mari or mare, the latter 
^ which has the same meaning in Greek as cheir, that is, 
*^. And the Greek language is, say the learned, of 
ie same family of languages as the Sanskrit. In this 
ise the word in Sanskrit meaning cat may mean to 
"^ze or to catch, which ideas have received their names 
om the hand. It is for M. Max Miiller, or some other 
amed Sanskrit scholar, to tell us if there be any such 
ord. I, who know nothing of Sanskrit, can go no far- 
er. But with respect to the word which in this tongue 

u 



290 Origin of Langtmge and Myths. 

means to clean^ that is, mTy\ and which M. Max Mullet 
supposes or rather believes, for he does not express ^ 
doubt, to be the real meaning of cat ; I beg to observe 
that every such word is, according to my principles^ 
traceable to some other word meaning the sun or the 
AeavenSy or one which is thence derived. Thus I regard 
clean and clear as the same word ; and I believe clear to 
be equal to calor [heat), though not from its having 
been called after this idea, but from its having the 
same origin. That is to say, it belongs to the class oi 
words that signify the sun, heavenSy light, hrightneBS, &c. 
Now does the Sanskrit word signifying, according to M^- 
Max Miiller, to clean, that is, mrij, resemble any woiJ 
having this meaning ? I cannot say if there be such ^ 
word in Sanskrit, but I find two or three of them i^ 
Greek, such as mairb, which means to Mne, and conse- 
quently to be clear and clean ; and maira, which meaJ3^ 
the shiner ; and to which may be added marite, live coal^. 
and mariOy to have a fever \ all of which, though of diflfe* 
rent acceptations, are of the same class, and have tb^ 
same origin. Another word which, in primary signifi" 
cation, is still the same, is jpuretos (the burning or he^^ 
of a fever), and of which the root pur (fve) is equal ^ 
purus in Latin and to pure in English; and to be piff^ 
is to be clean and clear. Hence purus is explained not 
only by pure, but by limpid also. The French word 
pourpre {purple) belongs to the same class, and is but * 
different form oipropre, clean, because it means what is 
bright, clear, and shining. Even the English word fa%f) 
as vafair hair, fair complexion, is still the same word) 
that is, radically; because meaning what is light or 
clear. 

Now the Sanskrit word mrij (to clean) being traceable 
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fo -fche same class of words to which clear and clean 
do also belong, I am strongly inclined to believe that 
M. jVIax Miiller has made a great mistake in supposing 
thati mArjdrayB. cat, and the mrijy to clean, are radically 
the same word ; their difference in meaning being as con- 
sideiable as that which we perceive between the verbs to 
capture and to clean. 

The latter etymologies must, as well as all the others 

by i^hich they have been preceded, suggest many per- 

tiaent questions which I may not be able to answer, 

though it may be in the power of others to do so, and 

still by the application of my own principles. All I lay 

ckiin to is to have pointed out to others the way they 

should go, if they would further explore this hitherto 

Tinlciiown land upon which I have myself but barely 

entered, though having, however, gone sufficiently far 

into it to justify the pretensions I entertain as its first 

discoverer. 

To give an instance of one of these pertinent questions 

I might be required to answer, it will be sufficient to 

mention the noun chase, in which I might be asked to 

show a form equal to any of the words significant of 

^hing, which is the meaning I have assigned to names 

^^^ hand, hound, dog, and cat. And if I were to admit 

tiiat I could not perceive how the noun chase could be 

shown to be but a different form of word signifying the 

ideas here mentioned, some one else might find it very 

easy. Thus he might say, that according to one of my 

rules every vowel is susceptible of a nasal sound, and 

that chas, root of chase, is therefore equal to chans ; that 

is, as two consonants have a right to a vowel between 

them, chanis, which as ch is reducible to C (witness chat 

in French, and cat in English), cannot differ from cams, 

tj2 
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Latin of doQy and which I have abeadj ftillj accounted 
for. 

Some one else might say that he saw in the ehm of 
chdsey the word cat itself, and confirm thus his etymologyr 
There is only one letter in the alphabet, and though to 
one letter takes some twenty-four different forms, yet 
some of these forms often interchange with others, and 
5 and t do so very frequently ; witness hesser and wa^i^ 
in German being better and water in English; and gh^ ' 
and thalassa in Greek being also in this tongue gloU^ 
and thalatta ; hence there can be no difference between 
the chas of chase and chat. And when we give, aeeori- 
ing to our rule, the nasal sound to the Cb of chat, W® 
obtain chant; which, as the Cot trA, may be dropped y 
'brings chant equal to hant, that is, hand, hound, &c. 

And if I be asked to give an instance justifying tb^ 
liberty here taken of dropping the h of chy as done ^^ 
bring chat equal to cat, and now dropping the C in ord^^ 
to bring chant equal to hanty hand, &c., and if I were ^ 
answer that an instance of no such liberty occurred ^ 
me ; might not some one else find one, and adduce tb^ 
French word chez as a proof of what he advanced ; (o^ 
this word is known to be equal to the cas of ca*a, hons^y 
its h being dropped. But if we drop the C, this cas wU* 
become ha%y which cannot differ from hus (Saxon <>* 
house) any more ihaiXi farther can differ bom. further. 

And if I be asked to account for the chase in pur- 
chase as I have accounted for the noun chase in tb^ 
sense of hunt, I may be greatly puzzled to do so ; bO"' 
some one more capable of applying my principles thai^ 
I am myself may find this very easy. Such a otx^ 
may say that as a thing purchased is a thing taken, tb-^ 
chase of purchase can be traced as easily to the hand fc^^ 
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its origin as cat and dog have been. Thus he may say 

that in the French of purchase, which is ackaty we have 

the word eat itself, its initial d having the power of ad 

iix Latin, of at in EngUsh, and of ^ in French ; so that 

the entire word may be explained hjpurcAased, or as the 

. French woidd have it, po9ircAas&^, there being such an 

infinitive in this tongue (though we hear it no longer) 

^pourchasser. If purchase were to be rendered literally 

^to English, it might be said to mean a io-take; that is, 

^ thing to take, or a i'ahing. And as chase has been 

fiaoxvn to be equal to ckate^ that is, chat^ and as this is 

^^6 same as caty and cat the same as cnty and cut the 

^nae as the coup of couper, it follows that chat cannot 

differ from the chap of c^^^man, which means a buyer^ 

^e cheap of cheapen is still the same word, as its Saxon 

fcrna ceapan means simply to huy ; Johnson shows it 

^ have had this meaning in English also. 

I^ow as it may be very properly observed that we 
cautiot bring chap equal to chat without bringing also 
tlie cheap of cheapen equal to cheat^ I may be asked if 
this word, which implies deceptiony shoidd be also con- 
sidered as meaning to take. In order to return a satis- 
factory answer to this apparent objection and difficulty, 
we should remember what has been already made self- 
evident, namely, that not only to take but to cnt was 
^lairied after the hand ; and there is a word in English 
precisely equal to cuty which is cute^ now generally re- 
placed by acute; and that the idea of cheating must have 
^n called after cutting y or, which is the same thing 
^r mutenessy can be thus proved beyond all doubt : 
what cv,t8 is sharpy and a sharper is a cheat. And fur- 
ther be it observed that catus in Latin means not 
^%, as has been shown, either a cat or a dogy but also 
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acute, sharjpy or suhtlcy its root cat being equal t^^ 
the ciit of acutuSy past participle of acuo to cut. Ail^3 
still further be it observed that ctite is synonymoiB-^ 
with both keen and cunnings and that as keen mean-^ 
what is sAarp, so must cunnings of which the root cu^^ 
is but a different form of keen. It therefore appear^ 
from both keen and cun being equal to can, and cute 
the cat of catus, that in cute, keen, or cunning, we luMn 
words equal, when radically considered, to catv^s an 
canis; this arising not from the cat or the dog havin; 
received its name from the idea of cutting or cwnnmgr^ 
but from the idea of taking or catching, which, like tha*"* 
of cutting, was called after the hand; whence the radic^l 
, identity of their names. 

There appears to be no word of which the primar^^ 
signification has been hitherto less known than that O^ 
cat. Several French philologists derive it from cai/u>^'^ 
meaning acute, sharp, or subtle. This mistake aros^ 
from its not having been known after what the idea^-^ 
of taking, catching, and cutting have been named. I"^ 
is radically the same word in a great many languages ^ 
Court de Gebelin says : " Ce mot est 1® de tons 
dialectes Celtes, Irlandais, Gallois, Basque, *et s^ pro 
nonce cat. 2^ de tous lesj dialectes Teutons, Ang. 
Flam., Allem. 3*^ II est Latin, Grec, Finlandais, Turc, 
Armenien, ItaL, Esp., &c., m6me Heb. b^^\\l, hatul. H - 
tient au Latin catus, rus^, prudent ^." 

M. Littre avoids the mistake of deriving chat from 
catus, meaning acute, sharp, or subtle; but attributes 
its origin to catus or cattus, in the sense of cat. He 
does not, however, tell us what was the first meaning 
given to catus or cattus. But this cannot, in any way, 
7 Diet. Etymo\ogi(\uQ ^<d\8LXAii<^<^'^TV(i<^2^sKA« 
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.ta.t:c from the merit of so eminent a lexicographer : 
witliout our principles, it were not possible for him or 
aay one else to trace such an idea to its real source. 

The following is all he says of its etymology : ^^ Wal- 
lon^ chet ; Bourguig. cliai\ Picard, cu, co,; Proven^. 
cct ^jCatal. ^at; Espagn. et Portug. ^ato ; Ital. gatto; 
da ILatin caUta ou cattm, qui ne se trouve que dans des 
aa.teurs relativement recents, Palladius, Isidore, et qui 
etait un mot du vulgaire. II appartient au Celtique et 
^ 1^-Allemand : Irl. cat ; Kymri, kath ; Angl. Sax. cat ; 
M^cien Scandin. kottr ; Allem. mod. iatze, D^apres 
Isidore, catttis vient de cattarcy voir, et cet animal est dit 
auisi parce qu^il voit, guette ; catar^ regarder, est dans 
^6 ^xovenjal et dans Pancien Fran9ais, cAatar, Mais on 
^^ sait h, quoi se rattachent ni cattus ni catar ; la tardive 
apparition quails font dans le Latin porte k croire quails 
^^t d^origine Celtioo-germanique. II y a dans FArabe 
i^^'^^touny chat mfile, mais Freitag doute que ce mot ap- 
P^^^enne k I'Arabe/^ 

I perceive I have omitted, in noticing the ideas named 
^ft^r the hand, to give a very plain proof of a word signi- 
yiixg seizing or taking having been thence derived. This 
^ shown by jprehendere in Latin, of which the radical 
V^^jpreAend is clearly for perAandy that is, b^ Aand ; so 
**^t the !ft:ench verb corner end/re may be explained by to 
^^zcy prendre being its root j and this is confirmed by 
*'*^e Italian of comprendre being capire, as this cannot 
^^ffer from capere in Latin, meaning to seize, cap being 
^'tie root of each word, and not differing from cat any more 
^'taii the coup of couper can differ from the cout oicouteau. 

This etymology, which is very easy, will lead to one 
^^uch less soj namely, prceda (a prey), of which the 
^^dical part^ prad is, from its <B receiving ttveii'ais^^.^oxxxA^ 
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equal to pr and; and this, Hke the preAend of prenc 
means also by hand; so that prad means what is U 
or seized. Hence prado, a robbery means simply one 
takes y but in a bad sense j and prador^ to roby b< 
radically the same word, may be explained by to seiz 
take, and still in a bad sense* • 

The following mistake made by Dr. Johnson in his 
mology of cheat y is another striking proof of the adran 
to be derived from the discovery of principles by 
application of which the real orig^ of words may, 
the future, be made known to all who feel desirou 
obtaining such information : " Cheat, n. a. some tl 
abbreviated from escheat, because many fraudulent i 
sures being taken by the lords of manoyrs in procui 
escheats, cheat, the abridgment, was brought to coi 
a bad meaning/^ 

We should also notice what he says of the verl 
cheat : ^^ Of uncertain derivation ; probably from ach 
Fr. to purchase ; alluding to the tricks used in mal 
bargains : see the noun/' 

It is true that in cheat and acheter there is radicj 
as we have shown, the same word, but in meaning 1 
are widely different ; cheat being deducible from cu 
cute, acute ; that is, sharp, whence sharper, a cheat ; 
acheter 'hsLving simply, as we have also shown, the m< 
ing of to tahe. But no one ever saw more clearly i 
this great man the sense in which words are genei 
used. Thus, in defining the verb to cheat, he says, " 
used commonly of low cumiing" Still very true ; 
he little suspected that in the cun of cunuimg we 1 
a different form of keen, which means sharp ; so th 
sharper might, did custom allow it, be called a kee 
I recommend the word to all the lovers and professor 
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(glang. I doubt if they have in their language one more 
expressive. Dr. Johnson, had he been acquainted with 
our rule, that one vowel may be replaced not only by 
any other vowel but by a combination of vowels, coidd 
not have failed to perceive in the U of the cun of cunning 
the ee of keen ; and this woidd have also enabled him to 
discover that the literal meaning of knife is a keener^ a 
cutter ; but the knowledge of another rule, namely, that 
two consonants may have one or two vowels understood 
between them, woidd still be necessary in order to show 
how a knife has such a meaning. Thus this word with 
ee inserted between its k and ^, becomes keenife^ by which 
its radical meaning of keen is brought to light, whilst it 
is concealed by these two letters being left out. Now if 
we insert a single vowel, the first of the five, for instance, 
we discover something else, kanife^ that is, canify French 
of penknife; by which we see that pen does not, as in 
English, form a part of this word, and that its only 
meaning is knife. The can of can\i is also but a different 
form of keen. 

Now as tiie edge, and consequently the sharp part of a 
knife, is expressed in French by fil (a thread), I am 
inclined to believe that the literal meaning of the word 
fihu (a thief) is a sharper y and that such also is our word 
filcher, which Entick defines thus : ^^ a thief, rogue, 
cheat.^' I cannot help recommending this etymology of 
mine to M. Littre for the second edition of his noble 
dictionary. He gives several etymologies and conjectures 
from the learned respecting the origin of filou, but all of 
them are very imsatisfactory, as he himself admits, and 
Dr. Johnson is equally puzzled and candid in his at- 
tempts to account iorjilcher. Respecting this word, one 
of the meanings assigned to it by old Entick, as we have 
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seen, is cheaty which I have shown to be equal to cut, and 
cut to have the meaning of sharp, root of sharjoer; so 
that from a filcher meaning a cAeaty and from a dheat 
meaning a sharper y it follows, if filou and filcher be, as 
they apparently are, radically the same, that the first 
meaning ever attached to the wori, filou must have been 
that of sharper. 

On referring to M. Littre's many definitions of to 
word fil [thread) y and in which he never alludes to/M 
he assigns to it not only the meaning of sharp (le traa- 
chant d^ im instrument coupant), but also the meanings 
of keerty cunning y and cheating y as the following wiQ 
serve to show : ^^ avoir le fil, ^tre fin, ruse. Je connaJS 
ce fil-lk, je connais cette ruse, cette tromperie. C'est tJi^ 
fil de commissaire, c'est une ruse qui a la pretention d'^tr^ 
tres-adroite. II a le fil d^un commissaire, il est tr& 
adroit/^ 

Thus I have, I feel convinced, discovered for the Frend 
the original meaning of filmi, I should observe th^ 
among the conjectures of philologists about the probabl 
original oi filou y M.'Littre quotes the English worcJ 
file y fellow y and filchy and the Greek words, pheletS 
and phileteSy robbery and phelooy to deceive. He cori 
siders all these, however, as mere conjectures ; and h- 
concludes by observing that filou may be " un term 
populaire ou d^argot venu directement de filer/' But thi 
is still nothing more than conjecture, proof is wanting 
even if all these words were admitted to be radically th« 
same as filouy we shoidd be as far off* as ever from itfi 
primitive meaning. We should never consider the meK 
circumstance of a word of one language being exactly the 
same, or nearly the same, as its equivalent in anothei 
language, as an etymology deserving of notice, if we 
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^nnot show how the meaning attached to either of them 
»vas at first obtained. "\^Tiat am I the wiser for knowing 
that cheat in English is ceatt in Saxon^ if I know not 
after what idea cheat or ceatt was first called? Yet 
dictionaries of great pretensions are, in general, full of 
such etymologies. The English word fiUy suggested 
as the original of fihuy seems to be a great mistake ; 
and for this reason \ namely, that had there never been 
such an instrument as a filcy we should still have the 
^^xiifilou. Yet as a file is a thing of which the use is 
te cut and sharpen, and as a filou is a sharper, the two 
'^ords may be said to have the same radical meaning ; 
"ttt which meaning would have been given io filou, had 
there never been a file. We may hence conclude, that 
^hen two words agree in both form and meaning, this 
shoTold not be taken as a proof that either of them was 
^^Daed with reference to the other. Feliculus, which in 
L^'tin means a little cat, is also suggested among M. 
IjJ-ttre's quotations as probably the original oi filou ; and 
^® do admit that a word for cat may be also a word for 
f'^ou. But why so ? Because a cat was called after the 
liea of taking, and a filou or sharper after the idea of 
^^pness, and both these ideas {taking and sharpness) 
^^, as we have seen, be traced to the hand, and it is 
^^y to this circumstance we should attribute their simi- 
larity in form whenever they happen to be expressed 
^like, or nearlv so. 

We may here end our notice of the words cat and dog ; 
ixiring which we have been so fortunate as to make, 
f^lrough the application of our principles, several other 
-^portant etymologies. M. Max Miiller should not have 
^ne to the Sanskrit verb to clean in search of the 
:^Tiginal sense of cat. As the animal so named is very 
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clever at mfching its prey, M. Max Miiller should liare 
confined his views to the English verb to cafch, in which 
we see the noun cat itself. But this would be too simple 
and natural ; learned philologists greatly prefer what is 
outlandish to what they find at home. But if rats, mice, 
and poor little birds could speak, they would, I have no 
doubt, assure M. Max Miiller with tears in their eyes, that 
however addicted the cat may be to licking, it is not less 
so, they are sorry to say, to catching ^ and that, for this 
reason, it was very properly called a cat^ that is a caUhif* 



CHAPTEE XLIII. 

ESPIl^GLE. 

Every philologist should endeavour to think for hi^ 
self, and not believe as implicitly as he generally d<7 
in old etymologies ; especially in those which have be^ 
long supposed to give the primary meanings of word 
The etymology of the well-known French noun espve^ 
is, as it is given by Menage, thought to be faultier 
and hence it is copied by De BK)quefort, M. Max Mii 
ler, even by M. Littr^, and, of course, by every or 
else who has taken notice of it. The origin of th 
word has, however, been entirely unknown to them al 
as I am now going to show. The account given ( 
it by Menage is as follows : — 

^^ Un Allemand du pays de Saxe, nomme Till Ule£ 
piegle, qui vivait vers 1480, etait un homme celebre e 
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tes fourberies ingenieuses. Sa vie ayant ete com- 
^ en aUemand^ on a appel^ de son nom un fourbe 
fnieux. Ce mot a pass^ ensuite en France^ dans la 
ae signification, cette vie ayant ete traduite et im- 
lee avee ce titre : Histoire joyeuse et recreative de Till 
jpiegle, le quel par aucunes fallaces ne se lai^sa sur- 
dre ni tromper/' Quoted by M. Littre, under the 
i e%piegle, 

EspiiGLE, enfant vif, malin, subtil, ^veill^. De Fain 
md eulen-spiegely miroir des hiboux, des songes 
X, compost de euhy hibou, et de spiegel, miroir'/' 
[. Max Miiller's origin of espiegle is still more pre- 
and positive : " The Latin speculum, looking-glass , 
me specchio in Italian; and the same word, though . 
roundabout way, came into French as the adjective 
glcy waggish. The origin of this French word is 
5US [more curious than you imagine, my dear sir] . 
re exists in German a famous cycle of stories, 
bly tricks played by a half-historical, half-mythical 
acter of the name of Eulenspiegel, or Owl-glass, 
je stories were translated into French, and the hero 
known at first by the name of Ulespiegle, which 
e contracted afterwards into Espiegle, became a 
jral name for every wag '/' 

or does M. Littre entertain the least doubt respect- 
the reality of this derivation of espiegle. Thus 
ling to the advantage of the historical account given 
be words in his Dictionary, he dwells particularly on 
^.gle in the following terms : ^^ II est encore un 
e service que Fhistorique rend k Pdtymologie, c'est 
li signaler les cas ou un mot s'etablit par une circon- 

• De Roquefort, Dictionnaire Etymologique. 

' Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 292. 
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stance fortuite. Dans Fignorance de cette circonstance/ 
on s^^gare k mille lieues, clierchant k interpreter par 1ft 
decomposition ou par la ressemblance un mot qui, d^ori- 
gine, ne tient ni par la forme ni par le sens k aucm 
element de la langue. Si Von ne savait que espiegte 
vient d^jm recueil allemand de faceties intitule Eulen- 
spiegel (le miroir de la chouette) ou n^irait-on pas ea 
cherchant k ce mot une etymologic plausible ^ ? '^ 

Now as M. Littr^ informs us in the body of his Dic- 
tionary, that spieh is, in Wallon, for espiegle ; and as 
Wallon is nothing more than very old French, he thus 
tells us how in his own language espiegle was first 
written. But s^iek is precisely equal to spieg, and ^^ 
to the espieg of espiegle ; and as g and y frequently in- 
terchange, it follows that spieg is equal to spiey, and 
espieg to espiey ; that is, spy and espy. And spy and 
espy are each for espier (now Spier) in French ; and tb® 
primary sense of each of these words is to look, but coH" 
ventionally, to look keenly, to discover. And this mean- 
ing corresponds with Dr. Johnson^s definition of es0> 
his words being : " To discover a thing intended to ^ 
hid.^' If there be not now in German such a verb ^ 
spiegen, it must have once been in this language, or * 
form of equal value. And we may say that spdhen i^ 
this word, for its earlier form must have been spoihen, oi 
which the radical part is spoiA, and this is equal to botb 
spy and espy. And the meaning given of spdhen i^ 
'' to observe attentively , to discover,^, which is precisely 
equal to Dr. Johnson^s definition of espy, as ju^ 
shown. The following from M. Littr6, given und^^ 
epier, is still the same : " Observer attentivemeii^^ 
essayer de d^couvrir, de p^n^trer.'^ 

^ Preface, p. 34. 
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\xA how well these meanings of the verb to ^y or 
^ suit the character given of Till Ulespiegle in the 
sage we have quoted from Manage : " Lequel par 
lines fallaces ne se laissa surprendre ni tromper /' 
t is to say, he %pied so well and so closely that he 
\ never duped, never taken in by any kind of 
lery. 

^n esjpiegle is therefore a spy, but conventionally a 
itious one ; and it is for this reason but a different 
Bptation of espion, both words being radically the 
le. And that the primary sense is spying, and that 
ing is nothing more than looking, but conventionaUy 
h a keen eye, appears self-evident. And that there 

be no real difference between spying and looking, 
e conventionally, M. Littre himself must admit, on 
iing his own words, in the body of his Dictionary, at 

end of his etymology of espiegle : '' On remarquera 
' FAllemand sjoiegel, miroir, est le Latin speculum^ d^ou 
^voY&n^ esjpeth ; Espagn. ^4;p<?;(? ; l\sl. ^eccAio ;" iot 
se words, in which it is easy to perceive other forms 
spy and espy are rendered into English not as they 
jht be, by 4;py-glass, but looking-glsiBQ ; by which it 
shown that to &py means to look, but in a different 
y, though, when radically considered, there can be no 
ference whatever between to spy and to look. 
t do therefore conclude that it is a great mistake to 
ipose that espiegle, or a word of similar form and 
port, was first introduced into France after the 
nner philologists have hitherto so positively asserted, 
anchmen have been always too keen, humorous, and 
rty, to have remained until late in the fifteenth century 
iiliout such a character as is expressed by the word 
^gle. In all times there must have been hundreds of 



304 Origin of Language and Myths, 

sucli characters in France, and consequently a commoli 
name by which they were all well known. Your GermaU 
is a much more serious character than your lively French-' 
man, and it were consequently far more reasonable to 
suppose that such a word as espiegle first travelled ftoia 
France to Germany than that it first travelled froio. 
Germany to France. But this opinion is of minor 
consideration. The main object of this inquiry has been 
to prove — and it has been proved — ^that esjoiegle is but » 
different acceptation of espion, and that its verbal form. 
is espier {epier) in French, and espy in English ; and that 
its eldest known equivalent is, according to M. Littre^ 
spiek, that is, in Wallon, which is very old French- 
Espiegle cannot, therefore, owe its first appearance ii^- 
France to the history of the life and adventures of * 
German character named Eulenspiegel. It is a wori 
probably as old as either spi/ or espion, or it may, foir 
aught any one knows, be a great deal older. 

Let us now endeavour to account for the origin of 
the root of espiegle. As the primary sense of this wori 
is that of spying, it is easy to conceive that such an ides' 
must have been first signified by a word naming the e^h 
this being the organ by means of which the act of spying^ 
seeing, or looking, is effected. If we now regard iegl^ 
as the radical part, but not the root, of espiegle, we kno^ 
that such a word cannot, according to the principles of our 
discovery, differ from iogle, nor iogle, when its first vowd 
is dropped, from ogle, which, as an English verb, means 
to eye, but conventionally to eye in a certain way, tba^ 
is, sideways. But ogle being only the radical part of 
espiegle, we have to find its root, and this can be no othef 
than og; so that the le with which ogle ends must be a^ 
article fallen behind its noun. There was, therefore, * 
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le when ogU was le og^ and when its meaning was the 
. But this article le appears to have been previously 
the German of looking-glass being spieg(?^ and not 
Jgfe. But when we allow the words le og or el og to 
lesce, we shall obtain leog or ehgy the latter being, 
2n its £> is dropped, equal to hg. Now, the word for 
,in Dutch being oog^ we see that neither leog nor log 

differ from hog ; and as g takes often the form of k, 
it is hog but hoh ? When we do therefore analyze 
• {el ooh) , we discover that it literally means tke eye, 
ice, to hok at any thing is simply to eye it. 
ty the latter etymology we are led to perceive that 

is the same as okle, and consequently as ocUy in 
ch it is easy to discover a different form of the ocul 
>culuSj Latin of eye. In ogle, look, and the ocul of 
us, we have therefore but three different forms of the 
e word ; and this may be also said of the root of each 
3hese forms, that is, of og, ook, and oc. There was 
efore a time when oeulus was only oc; but when was 
? Really I cannot say ; but there is one thing of 
3h I am very certain — ^it was not yesterday ! 
■ we be now asked after what in nature the idea eye 
called, I answer after light, and light having been 
id after the sun, it follows that the two objects, eye 
sun, may, while language was yet in its infancy, 
J had the same name, with some slight difference for 
sake of distinction ; and which difference could be 
ined by allowing different consonants to be heard on 
iding the O. Hence in the picturesque language of 
life, a man's eyes are not unfrequently styled his day- 
bs. A similar figure of speech is used in France by 
6ns of the same rank. Thus when one Frenchman 
he lower orders tells another that he will blind him 
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of an eye, one of his favourite locutions is, " qtfil va to 
boucher un quinquet /' that is, extinguish one of Hs 
lamps. Another proof that the eye has been named after 
light is this, that when a man is blind he is said to live 
in darkness, so that he who has the use of his eyes may 
be said to live in light. 

Though a word serving to designate the eye may pnd 
with a guttural sound, as we have seen by og, ok, and oc, 
it might as well end with one of a very different kind. 
Thus we see by the ojp of opSy a word in Greek meaning 
the eye, that it ends with a labial ; and we see by the eid 
of eidd, of the same language, that the word for the eye 
ends now with a dental, for it is evident since eido means 
to see, that this idea must, as well as spying and lookin^^ 
have been called after the eye. And that a word for eye 
might have no consonant after it, is shown by the English 
verb to see, of which the root is ee, and it is so expressed 
in the language of Scotland. Dr. Johnson^s definition 
of to see is therefore very correct, his words being ^^^ 
perceive by the eye.'' But how is the S of see to be ac- 
counted for ? By remarking that as every initial vowel 
may take the aspirate n, ee (eye) must have once bee^ 
hee, and that then by the aspirate having been replaced; 
as it often is, by S, see was obtained. It is in the saiii^ 
way we should account for the V of the vid of the Lati^ 
video, to see ; for this vid may be said not to differ froio 
the eid of its Greek equivalent eidd, but by its initio 
vowel having taken the aspirate, and by this aspirat 
having been then not replaced by S but by V, by which i 
is also often represented. 

These latter observations remind me that I should not 
account for the non-radical part of espiegle ; that is, fo 
e^, eigle being, as we have seen, its radical part, thougl 
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its root, which is ei^, as we have also seen. We 
)w that there are several consonants that take an S 
3re them, and that^, as we saw farther back, is one 
those consonants, pike having in this way become 
J^. And ^ike might as well have been espikcy which 
lesfrom an initial S being sounded as if it were written 
and such is the exact pronunciation of its name. This 
lanation will suflSce for the presence of the 6 in the 
oiespiegle, so that we have now only the ^ to account 
; and this we do in the same way we have accounted 
the S of see, and the T) of video ; that is to say, it has 
wn out of the aspirate, but probably indirectly ; for 
first change for the aspirate may have been f or I?, 
1 of which is often replaced by^. Now there being 
liflPerence between the piegle o{ espies/ le and vie(/le, any 
e than there is between April in English and Avril 
French, we may be sure that the root of this word, 
i is, eig, must have often been vieg, and as g is the 
e as y, vieg cannot differ from voy ; that is, from the 
of voir, of which the I must have been often y. In 
we see also by the dropping of its 6, the vig oi vigil 
vigilant, which idea must be traced to the eye as its 
lary source. In ieg we further see not only eag, 
}h is the Saxon oieye, but since g and y are equal to 
other, the word eye itself; for the root of the latter 
1, which, from its being the same as eg, is but 
rent form of eag. Nor does the latter, though Saxon, 
r in the least from the French voy, the ancient root 
^yr, now voir. And this is confirmed by eag, when 
word becomes by means of the aspirate veag ; for 
cannot, as its £, may be dropped, differ from vag, 
h is the same as voy, the latter having % understood 
its 0, so that it may be fairly represented by voiy, 

x2 
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and consequently by both voig and vag, the latter being 
obtained by and i coalescing and making CL. 

Another idea called after the eye, is winh, since to 
wink is to make use of the eye in a certain way. And. 
as we may, when it suits, drop the nasal sound, vink 
cannot differ from wik, nor wik from woik^ nor woik iwax 
waky which is the root of wake^ that is, awake, an ideat 
that must, like wink, be also traced to the eye, as can te 
easily admitted. And by this etymology we confirm ths 
one given above, showing that the vig of vigil and vigi^ 
lant should be also considered as being a word for the 
eye ; for the Latin of to wake is evigilo, of which the 
root is also vig, the 6 with which evigilo begins being no 
more of its root than the G, of awake is a part of the root> 
of wake. This etymology of awake is also confirmed by 
its root wak having already come out under its form oX 
wag in several of the etymologies just given. And all 
this is still more powerfully confirmed by the important> 
fact, namely, that wag happens to be the English of 
esjpiegley as every French and English dictionary testifier • 
M. Max Miiller little thought when telling his English 
readers, as we have seen in the passage quoted fromhic^^ 
that espiegle means a wag, he was then giving the real 
etymology of this word of which the origin has beei^ 
hitherto so utterly unknown. 

Now, on reading over my etymology of espiegle ^ 
order to correct mistakes and supply observations tb^^ 
should not be omitted, I have not, I perceive, account^ 
for the us of oculus. But it is nothing more than ^^ 
additional article fallen behind ocul, Oculus mnst ha^^ 
therefore once been os or us ocul, and have then meaJ^ 
tie eye, when by transposition os or us ocul became oculU^^' 
This word has, therefoTejtwo articles attached to its root ^^' 
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'We have seen how the ee of see is in Scotch a word 

for the eye, and that it does not, like the og of ogUy nor 

the oc of oculuSy end with a guttural sound, though this 

might very well be. Hence, when we do make it so 

end, that is, write seeg or 8eec instead of see, we discover 

the etymology of seek, and which is confirmed by this 

'W'ord meaning to look for ; that is, to see for. Hence to 

see A any thing is to see for it ; literally, to eye for it ; 

just as in to look for any thing we have, also il ook, the 

eye. But as the eek of seek is precisely equal to the ook 

of looky why have we not, it may be asked, sook instead 

of aeek ? Simply because double took the form of double 

^f just as the double of blood became the double € of 

^leed. But this implies, I shall be told, that there must 

^^-ve been such a word as sook, or a form very like it ; 

2^d there has, no doubt, been such a word, and which is 

^ade evident by the past time of seek being sought ; for 

''Ue %ong of this word can no more differ from soog than 

the French word troupe can differ from troojp in Enghsh ; 

^-ixd soog is the same as sook. As to the ht of sought, it 

^ nothing less than a corruption of ed, so that sought is 

"^i" sooked ; and, for the same reason, when the 00 of sook 

^ i^eplaced by ee, seek in its past time should be seeked. 

Ajid this analysis is confirmed by the logical language 

^f children, who often use seeked for sought, 

1 have said that the eye has been called after light ; 

^d is not this confirmed by the word sight, which cannot 

^ffer from light, the S and the I with which both these 

^ords {sight and lighf) begin, not belonging to the root 

^f either ; for the former (the S) does but represent the 

pirate h, and the latter (the I) is the remains of such 

*ii article as il or el. Hence when deprived of these two 

mulcts {S and l)j both sight and light axe t^wc^ ^^"^Ool 
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to ighty of which the root Is ig, and as one vowel may 
represent not only any other vowel but any combination 
of vowels, ig can differ neither from the og of ogUy no^^ 
from oogy the Dutch of eye. According to this reasoning 
sight might as well have been written sought^ by whicb. 
the etymology of the former is confirmed, since the lattei" 
has, under its form seek, been traced, as just shown, to 
the eye. 

But how, it may be asked, can sight and sought (two 
different parts of speech) be equal to each other? From a 
past participle having at the time been used as a noua* 
Vu is in French the past participle of voir; but it cannolJ 
differ from vue, which means sight. In English it is the 
participle present that is often used as a noun. Witness 
the eating and drinking; which in French would be no^ 
le manger et le hoire; that is, the infinitive instead of the 
past participle. All this tends to prove that a verb i^ 
nothing more than a noun used verbally, and which I 
shall have occasion to prove farther on. 

We should also show how it happens that wag, as ih^ 
English of espiegle, and not differing, when radically coi^'* 
sidered, from a word for the eye, is, when a verb, siS' 
nificant of motion. Thus to wag the head, means ^ 
move it, but, conventionally, from side to side. B^^ 
though these two words, the noun wag and the verb to ir^ 
are written and pronounced alike, yet they are otherwi^ 
no way related, though having the same root. TJ^^ 
cause of their identity in form can be thus account^^ 
for : the root of the verb to wag, that is, ag, is the roC^ 
of the Latin ago, to act; and as this idea implies m^' 
tion, it is, for this reason, to be traced to the sun, thi^ 
object having been revered as the author of existenc^^ 
and consequently of life and motion. And as we haV^^ 
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^eady shown how espiigle has been called after the act 

^f spying, and how this idea has been called after the 

eye, and the eye aft;er light, and light after the sun, we 

^us prove the noun wag, which cannot differ from eig 

(root of espiigle), to be traceable to the same source (the 

sua) as the ag of ago, to act, and consequently to move; 

this root ag having, by the change of the aspirate Jl 

(which its vowel must have taken) for V, become vag, 

and then by the frequent interchange of V and W, 

Sut as we have abeady shown wag to be equal to the 
va^ of wake and awake, and as watching and waUhfuU 
v>es^ are signified by such words, may we not suspect 
tiiiat here too the idea was named after the eye ? And 
tUat so it was can be thus proved — But we should first 
observe that the t in watch is superfluous, just as it is in 
Sdtclel, which ought to be written sachel; that is sackel, 
or little sack. The t has not been here inserted but that 
^^ might be sounded satch, just as it is in chwcch. 
Hence the German of the verb to watch is wachen. 
^<ich is therefore the root of watch; and this must 
"^Ve been once only ach, the W having, as in wake, 
ffJ'own out of the aspirate, which must have once pre- 
yed the d of this root, ach. And such a form as ach 
^ equal to oich, och or oc ; by which we come upon the 
^ of ocuhia, and so discover that wach (not watch) is 
"Ut another word for the eye. And if any reader should 
^oubt the equality of C and ch, that doubt must be 
^Xlioved when he observes that our word rock is rendered 

• 

^to French both by roc and roche. Another instance 
^* the kind is afforded by calling and challenge; for 
^ten one friend has a mind to murder, after an honour- 
*^le way, some other friend, it may be said with equal 



312 Origin of Language and Myths. 

propriety that he has called him out, or that he 
challenged him. Hence a challenge is literally a CQXX%^) 
the word out being understood. 

And these observations suggest others, of which we 
may notice one or two. Thus we have traced the noun 
wag to the eye^ the eye to lighty and light to the #»«j 
and the verb to wag has, as just shown, been traced to 
the same source; but hag — which can no more differ 
from wag^ whether the latter be used as a noun or a 
verb, than Bill, the familiar of William, can differ from 
Will — cannot, I inay be told, be traced to the sun 
either directly or indirectly. It is, however, a mistake 
to think so. A bag is something that contains, that 
holds ; and this idea has been called afber the hand, and 
the hand after the idea of making, and makings as 
already shown, after the supposed maker of all things^ 
namely, the sun. Thus a hag and the %un have been 
named alike, though neither has been called after the 
other. 

Another observation suggested by our account of 
esjoiigle, is the following : We have seen how in ^^ 
root of vigil and vigilant, that is, in vig, we have, when 
its V (grown out of the aspirate h) is dropped, a word 
for the eye; but how are we, when the V of the French 
word veiller (to watch) is dropped, to find in its root 
eil a word for the eye ? for we should remark that ^ 
the Latin vigilo and the French veiller we have but t^^ 
different forms of one word, so that if a word meaniPS 
the eye is in either of these forms, so ought it to b^ 
in the other. And so it is. Thus ceil (the French ^* 
eye) becomes with V (the equivalent of the aspirate A) 
vosil, and this cannot differ from the veil of veille^^ 
which must have been once written ceiller, and haV'^ 
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311 had the literal meaning of to eye. The French 

idemy should therefore write vceiller and not veiller; 

it is, when V (the representative of the aspirate h) is 

3wed to remain. 

And if we want an instance of 00 being equal to a 

gle 6, we have it in the Latin ceconomia^ of which 

becomes € in economy and the French Sconomie, 

3o much for the etymology oiespiigley and the several 

ler words to which it has drawn my attention. 

Since this etymology of espiegle has been written, 

lave consulted several learned authorities, in order to 

if they knew any thing of the origin of the idea 
ilance, to which I have had occasion, as shown above, 

refer several times, and have found that it must 
re been called after the eye. But every one else, as 

as I have seen, traces this idea to bodily strength, 
ich I cannot help considering a very great mistake, 
as the Latin vigil, which implies watckfulness, the 
ng awake y is derived by Noel, Quicherat, and Daveluy 
tn mgeOy verbal form of vigor y strength. The French 
lie and veiller are traced by De Roquefort to the same 
irce. And M. Anatole^s learned work contains an 
tance of the same mistake, since opposite the Latin 
OTy I jBnd not only such French words as vigueur and 
oureuxy hut bIso "veille [vigilia) veiller y &c. ; eveillery 
il; reveillery reveil ; surveiller, surveillance y &c. ; mots 
ants : vigileSy vigilant ^.'^ These mistakes could have 
'er been made, had it been known that the V does here 
J represent the aspirate, which sign is never y as I have 
iady observed, to be regarded as belonging to the radical 
t of any word. The French word veille is therefore 
ucible to eillCy and eille is equal to oille, and oille to 

3 Manuel pour TEtude des Racines Grecques et Latines, p. 420. 
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oelhy in which it is easy to perceive mly the Frencli 01 
eye. Hence the verb veilter, to watch, must have first 
been ceiler, and have then had the same meaning as 
the English verb to eye has at present. There can have 
been no greater mistake than to derive such a word as 
vigilance from one expressive of bodily strength. And 
vigilance is the primary sense of wa^ or espiiffle, whidi 
character must have obtained his name from the keea 
and sly humour of his eye. As the number of M. Littre's 
dictionary containing the letter v has not yet appeared, 
we cannot say from what source he will derive the idea 
vigilance. When I traced oculus to oc, I was not aware 
that M. Littre had done so too; but not through tke 
application of principles such as I am developing, b^* 
from its being radically the same in three other laa- 
guages, as the following passage serves to show : " Oculas 
est une forme diminutive d'un radical oc, qui se trouve 
dans le Lithuanien akis, le Busse okOy et le Sanscrit ah^y 
OBil.'^ M. Littre has here, unknown to himself, con- 
firmed the truth of the system by which I am guided id 
the analyzing of words. 



CHAPTER XLIV. 

HOMO, ADAM, EVE, ETC. 



Another very old etymology, not to be relied upon^ ^ 
that of homOy or man. Every Latin dictionary and scho<>^' 
master will assure you that homo is to be derived fr^^ 
humuSy moist earth, of which man is said to have be^ 
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ade. But without daring to call in question this origin 
* the human race^ I must m^e so bold as to assert that 
lere is in meaning no more relationship between homo 
id humus, than there is between either of these words 
id figs or fiddle-sticks; and which I can prove, by 
Lving the real etymology of both homo and m^Ti. But 
t us first hear what Messieurs Littre and Max Miiller 
ive to say on this subject. The former high authority 
5)resses himself as follows, in his etymology of homme, 
•st submitting to his readers the different forms of this 
ard in several languages and dialects : — 
^ Berry, houm^ ; Proven9. horn, home, om; Cat. home ; 
5pagn. hoKjnhre ; Portug. hom£m ; Ital. uomo ; du Lat. 
fninem, Dans Fancien fran9ais, au nominatif hom ou, 
oins correctement, hams, au regime home; au pluriel 
►minatif, li home, regime les homes, C^est du nominatif 
igqlier hom que derive notre indefini Von, on, Pals- 
ave, p. 7, au xvie siecle, dit qu^on prononce honmie, 
Sst-k-dire, hon-m, Sur Forigine de homo il n^y a que 
s conjectures : Bopp indique le Sanscrit bhuman, crea- 
te, de bhu, ^tre, mais on aurait en Latin fumon; 
^utres indiquent humus, la terre, homx) signifiant dans 
tt^ hypothese le terrestre.^' 
JVf . Max Miiller's account is as follows : — 
''And how did those early thinkers and framers of 
tiguage distinguish between man and the other animals? 
Tbat general idea did they connect with the first 
Uception of themselves? The Latin word homx), the 
'ench Vhomifne, which has been reduced to on in on dit, 
derived from the same root which we have in humus, 
'^iUs, humble. Soma, therefore, would express the 
-a of a being made of the dust of the earth'.'' 

3 Lect. vol. i. p. 425. 
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At the end of this account, M. Max Miiller refers 
"Kuhn*, who is, I suppose, of his own opinion. 

M. Littre does not mistake when he says : " Si 
Porigine de homo il n'y a que des conjectures/' As to i 
being derived from humus y he does not seem to believe 
as very likely, since he calls this opinion an hypothesi 
And so far he is right. But M. Max Miiller thinl 
otherwise. According to him the pronoun tw* is a reduce 
form of homme, and is derived from humus, the soil, an 
'' homo would, therefore, express the idea of a being mac 
of the dust of the earth.'' 

The first mistake made both by M. Littre and M. Ma 
Miiller in their endeavours to discover the origin < 
homo, is to say that on, as in on dit (one says), is but 
reduced form of homme. This is so far from being co: 
rect, that when on appears as om — to which it is pr< 
cisely equal — ^it is the original oihommCy and even of U 
horn of homo. But which form is the elder of the two- 
om or on ? The two words are of very ancient date, bol 
having been well known names of the sun. Buddh 
who is now allowed to have been adored as the sun, wi 
also called om, as the following serves to show : ^^ The 
art the Lord of all things, the Deity who overcomest tl 
sins of the Cali Yug, the guardian of the universe, tl 
emblem of mercy towards those who serve thee — Ok 
the possessor of all things in vital form. Thou Ai 
Brahma, Vishnu, and Mahesa : thou art the Lord • 
the universe: thou art the proper form of all thing 
movable and immovable, the possessor of the whol 
and thus I adore thee. Reverence be unto thee, tl 
bestower of salvation. ... I adore thee, who art eel 
brated by a thousand names, and under various forms, i 

« Zeitschrifb, L s. 162, 855. 
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5 sliape of Buddha^ the God of mercy. Be propitious, 
most high God */' 

On is also a name of the mUy and, as shown farther 
ok, it is translated into Greek by Helios. 
Now from both om and on being each a name of the 
n j and from our knowing as we do, that this name 
eans one, and that the word one is constantly used, and 
ith great propriety, in the sense of many in English, 
erman, and French; it is hence natural to suppose that 
ch too must have been the primary sense of homo, since 
I root om has, from its being a synonym of on, been 
town to have this meaning. Hence if we say " every one 
of John^s opinion,^' our meaning is that every man is 
' John^s opinion. The m^in sagt of the Germans is 
lerefore the on dit of the French ; that is, one says or 
an ^2i,jQ. The following serves also to show that homme, 
hich every one admits to be but a different form of 
mo, is the same as on : '^ On stands for homm^, as it 
)es in the very politest French to this day, on dit for 
mme dit; or, as anciently, Preudon for Preud-hommey 
I may be seen on the tomb of one of the high constables 

* France 'J' 

Now from these two words om and on having once 
3en names of the sun, and from on being used in the 
inse of one, and one in the sense of m^m, and from one 
}ing also the meaning of the name of the sun, it follows 
lat om must, both from its being a synonym of on and 
name of the sun, be also a word for one, and that such 
K) must be the primary sense of homo, since om is its 
>ot. 

* Moore's Pantheon. Quoted by Higgins, Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 157. 

* Cleland's Attempt to revive Celtic Literature, p. 122 ; and Anaca* 
psis, vol.i. p. 716. 
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But it will^ no doubt, be remarked that homo h 
Latin another meaning very different from that of 
as in homodoxiay for instance, where it is significa 
sameness or equality ; this word [komodoxia) signii 
same opinion. Now, what are we to infer from 
meaning both man and same ? Nothing more than 
that same must, like homo or man, mean also one ; a 
same can be shown to have this meaning, our orig 
homo will be doubly confirmed. Let us now see if 
be, as to form, any relationship between the words 
and same. 

As the sign 5 before a vowel does frequently 
represent the aspirate A, as is shown by the 5 of st 
being for the ll of hepta ; it follows that the sam of 
is equal to ham ; and as the elder form of G is 01. 
as the I o{ d OT 01 may be dropped, it follows that 
cannot differ from the horn of homo. This is confii 
by the Greek of same which is homos, and in whic 
see the hom of homo. We have, therefore, in same, h 
and homos, but one word> when these three forms 
radically considered. Let us now see if the word 
is ever used in the sense of one. It is all the same, 
not differ in the least in meaning from it is all 
And in the locution it is all one and the same, we 
— in order to give it more force — a repetition of 
same idea, just as we. have in selfsame. And if sa% 
here, as it certainly is, but a repetition of self, this pi 
it to be equal to one ; since, as we shall see, such i 
meaning of self. And Dr. Johnson, in one of his e: 
nations of the word one, tells us that it means ^^ the 
thing,^^ and quotes as an instance the following 
Shakspeare : — 

" I answered not again, 
But that's aU one,'' 
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It is thus made evident that homOy whether used in 
the sense of man or %ame^ is literally for one. 

This etymology of same has induced me to see how 

M. Littre accounts for the origin of the corresponding 

word in French. M. Max Miiller has paid particular 

attention to this word, which is m^m^. M. Littre begins 

hy giving its different forms in several languages and 

dialects, thus : ^^ Bourguig. moem^y mjoime; Berry, m^ime, 

metesane; Espag. mism^o; Portug. mesmoj Ital. medesimo, 

Le Proven9al a meteis, mszeis, qui represente le Latin 

metipse; Tancien Fran9ais meisme^ le Proven9al medesme, 

Htalien mededmo, representent metipsiaaimus, superlatif 

de metipse, Dans le poeme de Boece, un des plus anciens 

textes proven9aux, on trouve sm^tessma qui est le Latin 

isnietipsissima. On a voulu tirer meme de maxime, attendu 

que sanctiis Maximus a fait saint Mesme, et sanctus MaxU 

^inus, saint Mtsmin; mais c^est une erreur dans laquelle 

oii est tombe pour n^avoir pas tenu compte de Tancienne 

forme; le mot primitif n'est pas m^smcy mais meisme^ qui 

^e pent ^tre ramene k Maxime, sans parler des autres 

formes romaines qui ne comportent pas non plus cette 

etymologic/' 

Here we have many different forms of the same word, 

"Ut we are not told how these forms were obtained, or 

what any of them did at first mean. With the exception 

of one or two, their first letter is an ttl^ and some of 

them have a rf or a i in the middle. But how is this tth 

or rf or i to be accounted for? And why should one of 

them beg^n with an S, and another have for its middle 

letter ^Z? No one can tell, not even M. Littre. Let 

us now see what we, who have the advantage of our 

principles, can do. But as M. Max Miiller has paid 

particular attention to this word w^me^ and as he fondly 
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imagines that he has gone to the very bottom of it, let 
us first transcribe his account, and so kill, if we can 
with a safe conscience do so, these two learned and 
blessed birds with the same stone, as the observations 
applying to either will apply to the other. But I should 
ask their pardon for speaking of them thus familiarly. 
I am well aware that gentlemen holding their high 
place in public opinion should never be referred to but ' 
in very choice and respectful terms. I cannot, however, 
so much regret the liberty I have here taken, since in 
the common-place English locution I have thought fit 
to use, I can perceive another plain proof that the word 
same must have been first taken in the sense of one; for 
to ^^ kill two birds with the mme stone,**' does evidently 
mean to kill them with one stone, or if you vrill with 
one and the same stone. 

The following is M. Max Miiller's account of meme:— 
" How then can French meme be derived from Latin 
ijpse ? By a process which is strictly genealogical, and 
which furnishes us with a safer pedigree than that of 
the Montmorencys or any other noble family. In Old 
French mem^ is spelt m^sme, which comes very near io 
Spanish mismo and Portuguese mesmo. The correspond- 
ing term in Proven9al is medesm^, which throws light on 
the Italian medesimo. Instead of medesme^ Old Proven9al 
supplies smete^sme. In order to connect this with Latin 
ijasey we have only to consider that ipse passes through 
Old Proven9al eps into Proven9al eis, Italian esso, Spanish 
ese, and that the Old Spanish esora represents ijosa iora, 
as French encore represents hanc horam. If es is ipe^ 
essme would be ipsissimum^ Proven9al medesme, metipsiS" 
simuMy and Old Proven9al smetessmey semetipsissimum '/^ 

7 Lect. vol. ii. Second Series, p. 258 
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Whenever the philologist undertakes to trace one word 
to another^ he should begin by giving us the etymology 
of the one which he believes to be the original. Accord- 
ing to the passage just quoted^ M. Max Miiller assures 
us that mime in French can be traced (genealogically) to 
the Latin vpse. But we are not told how ipse obtained 
its present form, or after what idea it was first named. 
My conviction is that had there never been such a word 
as vpse we should have mimey and spelt even as it is at 
present. In order to make all this very evident, it will, 
I perceive, be first necessary to show whence ipse is de- 
rived, for the origin of this word is as much unknown as 
any other word ever yet spoken. 

The roots of ipaCy ipsa^ ipsum, are 6, G, UM, and each 
of these roots means omy and it may, while retaining 
the same sense, have had, at different times and places, 
other forms than these. This is made evident by ipse 
and ipsum having also been ipsus and ipsud. 

Nor should we consider the three letters {ips) preceding 
the 6 of ipse, as having been here first used for the pur- 
pose of heightening the sense; for, as we have shown, 
a word signifying one may, conventionally, signify also 
samey which is the real meaning of ipse. Then how 
have the three letters ips of ipse been obtained ? In the 
following manner : The root S of ipse must have taken 
the aspirate Jl, and so have become he, and then by this 
aspirate h having been replaced, as it has often been, by 
the digamma orj^, he must have become^ or phe ; and 
as is equal to jot ph, he must have then become phe, 
or as it would be in Greek, ^e. And as there is in this 
language a euphonic tendency to sound an S before ^, 
just as there is to sound it before 'p in, perhaps, all 
languages ; it follows that ^e must have often become 
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<r<f>i, which happens to be the Greek of ipse, and is in 
the Doric dialect written We, that is, pse. But why 
should this be ? Because^ as Donn^^n testifies, V is; 
in some rare instances, put in place of <f>. Now from 
the great tendency there is to sound a vowel before an 
initial consonant, the p of^^ became ip, and hence jd^^ 
became ipse. But granting what cannot be denied, 
that the <^ of arf}i is for the tt or p of We {pse), how are 
we to account for the 1 of ipse, since this word must, 
from sp being equal to cr<^, be the same as spe, which, with 
I put before it, will not give ipse but ispe!^ This is ac- 
counted for when we remark that the two signs coni- 
posing y, that is, ps, do sometimes change places, so that 
ps becomes sp. Hence Donnegan observes as follows = 
^^ In the Attic dialect. Wis often resolved into its elemeit — 
tary letters, but reversed as to places ; thus (nroKio 
(spalion) for WdTuov {psalion), aireKiov {spelion) -^eXXw 
{psellion) atnrlvOtov {aspinthion) dy{tiv0iov {apsinthion)!^ 
We thus see that had not the root of ^se, thati^^ 
e, been aspirated, we should have now only 6, d, Wflfl, o^ 
forms of equal value, instead of ipse, ipsa, ipsum, Hene^ 
some Greek words, of which the initial vowel did not 
take the aspirate //, are not preceded by W {ps) whiW 
from some persons having aspirated the initial vowd of 
the same words> they begin with W,ps, witness y^af^fi^ 
{psammos), '^dfia0o<; {psamathos), and afifio^, afia6o^ 
{ammos, amathos). Donnegan, from not knowing the 
cause of the same words having and not having the sign 
W before their initial vowel, says, ^^ W seems in certain 
words to have been added or omitted/^ He was not 
aware that this arose from some persons having aspirated 
the initial vowel of such words, and others not having 
done so. 
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From this etymology of %p%ey it is obvious that its vp9 
akes no part whatever of its root j and that this com- 
uation is, when considered by itself, wholly void of 
eaning. But when, from the constant interchange of 
and tf the p%e of vpse became ptCy an inseparable particle 
as obtained, which, like >,elf in ,#.sanie, strengthens 
le word it belongs to. 

Noel's account of jo^^, though he knew nothing of its 
igin, is therefore very correct as to its use and meaning, 
hen he allows us to understand that it is the same as 
►th '^k and cr<^i, each of which is the Greek of ip%e, 
is words are : ^' Pte (Dorien, -^i, pour crc^e.) Addition 
Uabique, qui n'a aucun sens par elle-mSme, mais qui 
gmente la force du mot, suxypte jaonderey par leur 
opre poids/' 

So much for the origin of ^*^, of which the first form 
ost have been ^, and the first meaning have been simply 
e, and if I could suppose — which I cannot — that its ps 
« been obtained otherwise than has been just shown, 
Ld that its equivalent pt or pte acts here under its form 
ps, we might say that ipse means literally the very 
-e, absolutely one, or the, one par excellence ; that is, 
Qphatically one. 

Let me now endeavour to trace meme to its real source, 
shall, perhaps, be more easily understood, if I begin 
ith its Italian form medesimo. This word is, when 
lalyzed, equal to im-ed-es-imo ; which should be thus 
[plained : im cannot differ from tm any more than the 
t of mpolitus in Latin, and of mpoli in French, can 
ffer from the tin of the corresponding word in English, 
at is, from WT^polite. But why should an I be joined 
the initial W/ of medesimo ? Because, as I have already 
ten shown, initial, consonants may, when the sense 

y a. 
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requires it, be preceded by vowels. The edy which follows 
the im of im-ed-es-imo is for et^ and consequently mem 
and, just as the un, by which it is preceded, means one> 
We have thus obtained in im and ed two significant 
words {one, and) . Let us now explain es and imo. The 
former cannot diflfer from is, the Latin pronoun ; and as 
this word cannot differ in meaning from one, and as this 
is also the meaning of both a definite and indefinite 
article, it may be explained by either this, that, or th 
according to the sense required. As to the last of these 
words [imo), it is, from im being, a£i just shown, the same 
as un, equal to uno ; so that the four words contained in ' 
the single one, medesimo, mean literally one and the one; 
which is the verbatim translation of the Latin locution 
nntis et id-em, that is, word for word, one and the one; but 
which is always understood to be for one and the same. This 
analysis is a very convincing proof that the em of ife» 
is for same, which confirms what is shown farther back; 
namely, that the idea of sameness may be signified by l» 
word meaning one. It is therefore obvious that the ^, ft 
VM of vpse, ipsa, ipsum, do each mean one ; and that they 
might stand for same also, that is, without the three 
letters ips by which they are preceded, is equally 
obvious. 

Here, too, by this analysis of med-issim>o, we see con- 
firmed our etymology of homo, both when it means mM 
and same ; for as its root is om, and as it did not become 
horn but by the having received the aspirate ; and as 
this aspirate (h) became S, whence som, and consequently 
from the being entitled to 1, and from and i making 
(I, this som became sam, which is the radical part of 
same, and but a different form of the horn of homo9, 
which also means same. 



Origin of Language and Myths. 325 

rhe Greek ayLay whicli is, on account of the aspirate, 
lal to hamtty and consequently to samay means also 
ney conventionally mme time, on which account it 
•ves as an adverb. It is therefore easy to perceive that 
o\jLO and aiia (equal to homos and hamci) there is but 
e word, and that the radical part of each {Jiom arid 
mi) is but a different form of the mm of samCy and also 
the horn of homo, whether the latter means either man 
same. 

But if the aspirate h of homo or hama was not re- 
iced by S but by^^ which is the more frequent change, 
J should then have, instead of som and sam, fom and 
%; in the latter of which we see the fodm of Jwminay 
itin of womariy and which was, says De Roquefort, pro- 
unced hosmina by the ancient Romans. This observa- 
m coming, as it does, from a writer who knew not the 
imary sense of either homo or foeminay is an invaluable 
oof of the truth of the latter etymologies. We now 
3 that the ina oifoemina is for una j so that this Latin 
woman, is equal to homanay which will become, if we 
^e it a masculine form, homunus. There is therefore 
more difference in meaning between homo smd Jwmina 
an there is between unus and una ; the of the former 
)resenting the masculine gender and the ina of the 
ter representing the feminine. 

And when we now remark that the root of both homo 
i/emina is the same as omy and that the aspirate h is 
equal to 'J? or 'M? as it is tofy we see that hom may be 
:ly represented by vom or woMy in the latter of which 
see the worn of womany and also the wom of womh; the 
AX idea having been called after woman, and which is 
Y rational, and as easily conceived as it is rational. 
t etymologists have made strange mistakes in their 
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endeavours to find the origin of these ideas wtman and 
womb. But before I advance a proof in support of this 
statement I wish to show that the aspirate h may^ as 
just stated, be represented by the W of woman. The 
Greek of wine will serve for this purpose. It is written 
oIj/09 j that is, when the soft breathing is changed for the 
rough one, Aoi?w8, of which the root Aoin cannot diffisr 
from either voin or woin ; that is, when the O is dropped, 
vin and win, which are as equal to each other as veiU in 
French is to wind in English, the V and W being thus 
often used indifferently. It is scarcely necessary to ob- 
serve that win is for wine, such being its form in Saxon, 
and which cannot differ from wein in German; and, 
since 6 is the same as 0, wein is the same as woin. We 
thus obtain, when the W representing the aspirate is left 
out, the oin of olvo^. It is hence made evident that n 
may be replaced by tr as well as hyfor V, and that the 
Aom of Aomo or the /oem of /oemina are precisely equal to j 
the worn of woman. 

The origin of woman is, according to my Webster, 
^' enlarged and revised,^^ '' a compound of womb sjiiman" 
I need scarcely assure the reader that this is a very gross 
mistake. And it has not, it would seem, been corrected 
by the latest etymologists, who, according to M. Littre, ^ 
denve/emina from the fos of the Latin /«^w* or^^tw,and 
mina, in the sense of pap or the female breast. His words 
are : ^' D^apres les demiers etymologystes, d^un radical 
/os, qui se trouve isms foetus, fecundus, et de mina, Grec 
fiivrjy suflSxe participial, de sorte que foemina, participe 
du moyen, signifierait, celle qui nourrit, allaite/^ See 
article^^i;;^. 

We may now notice womb. We have already said 
that womb is to be derived from the worn of woman, and 
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we are now going to prove it. The sig^s tth and h being 

both formed by the meeting of the lips, there are many 

words in which they are found together, and where only 

one of them seems to be needed. This arises, no doubt, 

from some persons on closing the sound of a vowel by a 

compression of the lips, allowing the l/i to be heard, and 

others the h ; and from others still allowing the two 

' sounds to join and make as it were only one, this being 

caused by the same organ of articulation serving on the 

occasion. Hence, womh might be reduced to worn or to 

wohy and in Danish it is written vom. But woh appears 

to have no meaning. It is, however, very significant, 

as we may perceive on giving to its its 1 understood, 

for we shall then obtain woihy which every German will 

at once admit to be the same as weihy in English, wife. 

When we now give to the ttl of worn the h which might 

attend it, we shall have instead of woniy womb; that is, 

when the V(l is dropped, woh, and consequently woil and 

v?eih. It is therefore evident that in womaiiy womby weih 

and wife, we have radically but one word; and to which 

we may add their Latin and French equivalents,^/mm« 

and femme. Indeed, the first representative in German 

oifemme is, in Dr. Schuster^s excellent dictionary, weii. 

Hence it is that femme means in French both woman and 

wife. 

But how are we to connect uterus (Latin of womb) 
with any word signifying womh ? I shall have occasion 
to show by and by, when I come to the analysis of father 
and mother, how two such words, which are so dissimilar 
in form, can be traced to the same source. But even 
here this apparent diflBculty may — though not thoroughly 
— ^be explained. The origin of no word can be more con- 
cealed from the Latin scholar than uterus. The Greek 
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and French of this word {fi^rpa and matricej offer no 
obstacle whatever, as every one can perceive that they 
are but other forms of /Ai/nyp, mater and mother. But 
uterus appears widely different from any of these forms, 
and yet I can assure the reader that it is, when radically 
considered, the same word. Quicherat, in his Latin and 
French Dictionary (22, second edition) ,^ which is allowed 
by all the colleges in France to be the best extant, sug- 
gests vBepo^ (dropsy) as the original of uteres, but he 
wisely appends to this word a note of interrogation, 
which he uses for indicating doubt. And so well he 
may, for the two ideas are no way related. Yet words 
signifying water may also signify motker, and for which 
we shall see the cause in the proper place. 

Now as uterus is, when we aspirate its initial vowel, 
equal to Auterus, and as this aspirate may, as shown 
above, be changed for W, and as this sign in Sanskrit 
becomes Hfl in Latin, as we have already several times 
shown; it follows that huterus cannot differ from muteruiy 
in the radical part of which, that is, in muter, it is easy 
to perceive the German mutter, the Latin mater, and the 
English mother, not to mention the corresponding word 
in several other languages, which need not be quoted. 
But how are we to account for uterus not having been 
now muterus or maf^erus? By supposing that the more 
ancient form of m^ter must have been ater or uter, and 
that from some persons not having aspirated the initial 
vowel, with them ater or uter remained, whilst from 
others having aspirated this vowel, and from the aspirate 
having been changed for W, and W for m, both muter 
and mater were produced. 

Let us now return to medesimo. We have by the 
analysis given of this word shown its literal meaning 
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*e one and the samCy and that unus et idem in Latin 
exactly the same meaning. According to M. Littr^, 
"me is, in French, the primitive form of memey and 
Max Miiller alludes also to this word as being the 
e as meme in old French; but how meisme has ob- 
ed this form, or what its literal meaning may be, we 
act told. But when we only drop the d of medesi- 
we at once perceive that it cannot differ from this 
ancient form of meme ; so that this meisme has also, 

I the d left out, is supplied, the literal meaning of 
3 and the same.^' 

II the other forms of m^e and medesimo, as given 
by M. Littre and M. Max Miiller, may be now 
easily explained by the intelligent reader. If it 

Id be asked why there is no din the Proven9al form 
is given by M. Littre, the answer must be that Z 
ag the sound of dz, the Z was regarded as represent- 
jhe dy and that it was for this reason used instead 
ther d or t. And if it should be asked why there 
I S in the form smetessma, the cause of it is, that 
5 is a great tendency to sound this sign before 
•al initial consonants. Hence Donnegan says: ^^The 
r S is often placed euphonically before words begin- 

with consonants, especially Iflfh and t;" and of 
h he gives several instances. 

it how can M. Max Miiller show any connexion or 
ation between esso in Italian or ese in Spanish, and 
' in French ? It is as if we were to assert that the 
ish pronoun this is derived from same or same from 
when speaking emphatically, we say, ^Hhis same 
'^ instead of '^ this man" It is true that this means, 
L analyzed, the one, just as idem does in Latin, for 

for the-aSy or the-ace; yet notwithstanding this 
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similarity in meaning, mhfie cannot be derived from 
either easo or eaCy nor eaao or e%e from meme. 

But Max Miiller makes a far more serious mistake 
when he here says that the French word '' encore repre- 
sents the Latin hanc horam/' But this is a very oH 
etymology, and a very bad one ; and I am sorry to pr- 
ceive that M. Littr^ has in his Dictionary, under tiie 
article encore, traced this word to the same source. But 
such mistakes are, when philologists have no fixed 
principles to guide them, always inevitable. There is 
not the least relationship in meaning — and very little in . 
form — ^between hanc horam and encore, the former of 
which means this hour, whilst the latter means twice, of 
which the Latin equivalent his is used in all French 
theatres, when a repetition is called for^ whilst it is encore 
prevails in England. I am now going to show how both 
his and encore should be analyzed, and their primary 
meanings be discovered. I have, I think, already ana- 
lyzed B, and have found it to be composed of I and 0, 
the latter sign having taken a form resembling the figure 
3, in which we have also the parts composing S ; so that 
B is equal to IS, and as IS cannot difler from OlS, dS, or 
eiS, and from each of these forms meaning one, such too 
must be the meaning of the sign B ; and as the U fol- 
lowing the B in bis has still the same meaning, the entire 
word is equal to is, is, or, if you will, to as, as; that is, 
one one, or two ones. Such, too, is the literal meaning 
of twice in English, for it is for twa as, contracted to i^oice. 
We should observe that as the word dS is the French of 
ace, we may say that twice is same as twa ace. 

Now for encore, or rather encor, which is its elder and 
more correct form; but a still more ancient one than 
either of these is oncor, and which is also given by M. 
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Littr€ ; we may say that this word is composed of these 
three words — on^ac-OTy that is, one and one ; and this 
means two o»^*, just as hu — its equivalent in Latin — 
does. But does or, I shall be asked, mean one ? It does, 
and for this reason, that I is often used as another 
form of S. Witness, in Latin, arhor and hmofy being also 
written arho% and honoa ; and in French mr and stis are 
allowed to be one and the same, la-des^?^ being for sur 
cela. Hence two of the old forms of dessus are, according 
to M. Littr^, deaaeure and desmr. He gives also under 
dessuSy ms and sur as the same word. Donnegan also 
observes that S at the end of words is, in Greek, often 
used for r, which could not be if both signs were not 
once regarded as but different forms of the same letter. 
Hence from the V of oncor being equal to S, the analyzed 
fonn of this word [on, ac, or) cannot differ from on, ac, 
08; and from os being the same as oisy it is consequently 
the same as ^, and 1 being, as I have often shown, 
the signs composing a. I may also say that from V 
being also used for n (witness bar and ben, of which each 
means son in Hebrew), the or of on-ac-or cannot differ 
from on; so that this analysis is not more equal to on, ac, 
OS than it is to on, ac, on. 

When we now remark that the primary sense of so 
very common a word as encore has until now remained 
undiscovered, this should be taken as another very 
strong proof of the value of the principles by which this 
discovery has been made ; and which proof must appear 
still stronger when we observe how very remote from 
truth is the hitherto supposed origin of this word. 

Such words as ideniy encore, bis, dis, duo, and two 
serve to show that the idea two has been signified in 
Tarious ways ; but we may expect to find it, when 
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analyzed, having literally the meaning of one^ cn^' 
Hence, as the Latin bis is, as just shown, equal to IS, W; 
even so is its Greek equivalent id — id ; that is, dis, or 
on€y one. The knowledge thus acquired shows how such 
words as duo and two must be analyzed. The uo of dtio 
should be regarded as ou, and in other languages, as ov 
or owy and from the interchange of W and 171, as om, and 
consequently as on, an, en, ein, or ain. And as we have 
thus made the of duo precede its U, so should we make 
the O of two precede its W, by which means we shall 
obtain the same forms obtained under duo. But though 
the literal meaning of every word signifying two is o^} 
one, we should observe that this literal meaning is also 
equal to the one, as is shown by idem, which is literally 
not only one one, but also the on>e,\hsi first word of the 
two having precisely the meaning of the definite article. 
And when any two such words had this meaning, they 
must have often signified the sun or some remarkahle 
person. One being then a well-known name of the sun. 
Hence, such a word as idem must, as it is equal to H^i 
when it appeared thus, id-om, have had, from its then 
signifying the sun^ as strong a meaning as we now give 
to the two words the Lord, And how fully the truth 
of this statement is confirmed by our merely observing 
that when id and om coalesce, making idom, and the 1 
is dropped, dom alone remains, and which is the root of 
Bominus, the Lord. But id om, I shall be told, might 
as well mean the man, since om, as already shown, is the 
root of hom^y and this I am obliged to admit ; but in 
such a case the id om would mean some very particular 
or great man. Let us therefore put idom in the form it 
must have often had, and see what we shall obtain. We 
know from what we have already stated perhaps a 
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ndred times, that when 1 is alone it has understood, 
d that O and 1 when joined make dy which brings id 
ual to «^?. And as O has, according to the same rule, 
inderstood, the O oi om \& in the same way brought 
ual to dy so that the two words id and om cannot 
fer in the least from Adam, And such is the primary 
l^fication of this wonderful name, and such its only 
le etymology. Hence, from om meaning one and from 
? being the first of numbers, this accounts for Adam 
ving been called the first man; so that his name 
Jans not only the man — ^the man jpar excellence — but 
e first man. Hence, in Turkey and other eastern 
imtries, Adam is not a proper name, but the common 
me for man. 

But as in English ad cannot dififer from addy and as to 
i means to unite or to join^ and as un is the root of 
iUy and of which the oin otjoin is still the same word ; 
follows since one is the first of numbers, that ad-am 
ly have also the literal meaning oi first-m^n^ which 
afirms still more our etymology of this name. And to 
this we add the following, as affording still further 
3of: ''In Sanskrit Al Chod is God, as it is in 
igHsh,'' and in a note is the following : '' When the 
iddhists address the Supreme Being, or Buddha, they 
5 the word Ad, which means the First\^' Now as Q 
d ch are each guttural, we see there can be no difference 
bween God and Chod, and as g and ch must have each 
)wn out of the aspirate — for h does frequently repre- 
it ch — ^we see that the root of both these names is ody 
i this is like ad equal to odd, which, from its meaning 
gular (compare odd man and singular man) means 
oney and consequently j^r«^; and which is still further 

8 Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 199. 
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proved by od being equal to oii — ^1 being understood 
with — and and %y makings when joined, Ad; But ia 
Hebrew also Adam is, according to Parkhurst, an appd- 
lative, or common noun. Thus in the only edition (1778) 
of his Dictionary in my possession, he translates iie 
Hebrew (p. 5) of this word simply by mavty and page 
115, to which the reader is referred, it is thus explained: 
" As a noun with a formative K ay D1X admy man, the 
appellative name of tAe human nature y because created in 
the likeness of God (Gen. v. 1, 2). The most usual 
derivation of this word, I am aware, is from noiK adn^) 
vegetable earth, or mould, because man was formed of 
the dust of the ground (Gen. ii. 7). But the judicious 
reader cannot help seeing that Gen. v. 1, 2, speaks much 
more plainly for the derivation I have given than Gen- 
ii. 7 for the other. Compare Cor. xv. 45, 47 with 2 Co^ 
iv. 4 ; Col. i. 15. DIK adm is also the proper name of 
the Jirst many Adam? J' Thus, according to Parkhurst, 
Adam is both a common and a proper name. But 
judging from what he says of it, it is evident that he 
knew nothing whatever of its origin, not a particle more 
than any one else. There is, however, in Hebrew * 
synonym of Adam, since, according to his own showing; 
it means one. This word is ais, feminine asCy and it is 
thus explained in his Lexicon : " A being, or thing, suV 
sisting or existing. This word has no relation to U'd 
or species ; though, according to its different genders, it 
has to seXy but is applied to almost any distinct being or 
thing; as, for instance, to man (Gen. ii. 23, 24) \'' 

It is easy to perceive, from this definition of aisy that 
it means not only many as here shown, but one or any 
one ; and this confirms our etymology of both hom>o and 

* Lex. Hebrew, p. 115. * Lex., p. 251. 
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lam. It is further confirmed by De Roquefort's ety- 
)logy of the French m : ^^ As vient du Grec Aeis, ais, 
, mx, dont les Latins ont fait as, assis/^ And as the 
•ench aSy and its English form ace, are each rendered 
bo Latin by unio, which means one, this afibrds still 
rther confirmation that both Aomo and Adam have each 
e meaning of one. 

The French suffix ois (now ais) has also the meaning of 
€ or man. Thus Frangois, AnghiSy is literally for French 
€y English one ; that is^ Yrenchmany English»^a^. 
This reminds me that I ought to give the etymology 
' our word man, which I was about to forget. As 
8 initial consonant has a vowel understood before it, 
m is equal to im-an; and as we have already shown 
^ to be equal to uny and as this word has the meamng 
f both a definite and indefinite article, namely, one ; 
tid as the an of man has also the meaning of one ; it 
allows that man may be explained a oney or the one, 
tence when we bear in mind that d is for (fly we discover 
lat man is equal to m^in, that is, moiney which is the 
irench of monk ; and every one knows that the person so 
ssignat^d has obtained his name from his living single, 
iid when we drop the % of moiny we get mmiy and man 
id mjon are in Saxon equal to each other. This mon is 
fio the radical part of the Greek monosy which means 
)t only aloney but one also. The Greek pronoun tis 
lould be analyzed in the same way as we have analyzed 
an ; for it is equal to it-iSy and consequently to iUas 
it ois; and it should be explained a one or the one; 
at is to say, it is but another word for one when 
dically considered. And Greek scholars allow that tis 
ys this meaning of one, or any oney though they know 
tthing of its origin. 
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We see from the analysis of the Greek t%% (it-is) tli 
its root IS means not only onsy but the verb to betis 
The cause of it is this : the idea of unity was called aft 
the sun, and the sun was anciently revered as the auth 
of existence, or of being. And according to Parkhun 
the word w* is " seems to have [in Hebrew] rather t 
nature of a noun than a verb, taking after it several 
the same suffixes as nouns/^ And alluding again to tl 
word in the same page (251), he says, "As a noun witl 
formative K a, W*H ais, feminine ntt^K ase, dropping t* 
iy [it means] a being, or thing, subsisting or existing*' 

But how are we to account for man having, 
Saxon, not only the meaning it has in EngUsh, b 
also, according to Bosworth, "sin, wickedness, crime ^ 
Your would-be philosopher will assert that it is becau 
man is bom in sin, and that he is, for this reason, proi 
to all kinds of wickedness and crime; but I, who am 1 
philosopher — not even a would-be one — (I ought to 1 
ashamed to acknowledge it), think very differently 
man — a little bit more charitably. Let us now analy 
man just as we did only awhile ago when it was sho^ 
to have a good meaning. A vowel being due befo: 
initial consonants man is equal to im-an, and from i 
being the same as un — witness the im of the Frenc 
mpoli and the un of the English unj^olite — ^it follow 
that im-an cannot differ from un-an. Let us now ca 
to mind what we have already seen, namely, that a 
means one, and that one means man; according to whic 
analysis un-an means no-man, though it might as we 
mean a man or the man, that is, if un were taken as ^ 
affirmative and not as a negative. But when the wor 
man has in Saxon the meaning, according to Bosworii 
of '^ sin, wickedness, and crime,^^ we must consider tb 



^ 
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«« of vm^<my as meaning had; and that it takes this 
meaning in such words as i^^ean^ t^^fortunate, and 
»«healthy, becomes evident by their French forms 
Wfl^propre, «»a^heureux, malssim. But how is the word 
^itself to be analyzed? Just as we have analyzed 
n^an; it is equal to im-al, that isj unholy for as al and 
rfwere once well-known names of the mn^ then adored, 
as God^ and as the idea good is^ as shown farther back^ 
to be traced to the same source, it follows that vAi-al 
(the analyzed form of maV) means literally no-Gody 
^-good; that is, nngodl/j/y bad, and consequently what is 
fif^uly wickedy or criminal. 

By thus knowing that a word meaning one may 
serve as a negative, we can easily discover what has 
l>eeii hitherto unknown, namely, the original of such 
negatives as mis and dis. Mia when analyzed becomes 
wtt-w, that is, un-is; which, from is being equal to oisy 
and ois to us (compare croix and cruod), becomes unus, 
and untis is the Latin of un, so that mistrust is literally 
^'trusty that is, no-trust. We must, however, admit 
that nnus might as well have meant two as one, for its 
parts, un and uSy have each the meaning of one; but as 
^ts first part, mw, serves only as an article to the second 
part {us)y unus has obtained the meaning of tAe one or a 
^ and consequently not of two. 

How easy it is now to discover the original of the 
synonym of mis, namely, disy misinust and distrust 
naving the same meaning! Dis when analyzed be- 
anies id'isy and like unus it might mean oney one; but 
^ serves only as an article ; so that from is being for ois, 
and ois for aSy the meaning of id-is must be tAe one or 
* wie. That it might, however, as well as misy stand for 
^0 is confirmed by the fact that dis has in Greek the 
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same meaning his has in Latin. Hence mis^ dis, and hif 
make only one word. When fne and de are used in the 
sense of mis and die, they should be r^arded as their 
contracted forms. 

The etymology of the negative mis suggests that of 
the verb to meet, hitherto unknown. The M of meei 
being equal to im, and im being equal to iin, it follow^ 
that meet is equal to u-neety that is^ to unite, according 
to which analysis a meeting would mean a uniting. 

I have still an observation to make — ^a rather startling 
one — respecting the analysis, given farther back, oJ 
Adam. We have shown this name to mean the mie, bu'i 
literally one one, or two. 

Now if the author of Genesis conceived the name 
Adam to mean two — as it really does, even as much sc 
as it means the one — ^he might be led to believe that the 
first man was created double. And if this name Adam 
meant, like hom^, woman as well as man, might he not be 
induced to suppose that Adam was of both sexes ? But 
why should it be thought that it does mean woman? 
Because the am of Adam implies existence, and it is » 
name which the great Author of all existence has given 
to Himself, as we are told in the Bible ; and so does the 
word Uve or woman mean existence, for it cannot differ 
from mn eva, which Parkhurst says, '^ denotes permanent 
existence, or subsistence ^" And the first meaning which he 
gives it when it is used as a verb is, to be '. But this verb 
is in Hebrew written also mn eve, as Parkhurst admitS; 
when referring still to Kin eva. He states as followsJ 
" In Chaldee it is the same as the Hebrew rrn to be^!^ 

And Parkhurst still under Kin eva, continues thus; 
^^ As a noun, one of the divine names, He who hath pef" 

« Lex., p. 126. 8 P. 126. * Ibid. 
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t existence, who exists eminently*/^ We thus 
it the name Eve under the form eva^ is also, like 

of Adam, a name of the Deity, 
saw also awhile ago that the Hebrew W is with a 
ive N a, making tt^'K ais, means, according to Park- 
[p. 251), man (Gen. ii. 23), and that its feminine is 
^e. But these two Hebrew words ais and ase are 
d the same, with a shade of difference for the sake 
inction, and each of them is the verb is, which has 
ne meaning in both Hebrew and English. Now 
id in my little French and Hebrew Dictionary by 
ne Bedel, that the word femme is rendered into 
^ by nii^K ase, it is thus shown that in Hebrew as 
in the same word means both man and woman, 

if the author of Genesis understood the name 
to mean not only one one, or double one, but also 
id woman, it is reasonable to suppose that he might 
! the first man to have been created double and of 
3xes. And if we need further proof that the same 
aay in Hebrew signify both sexes, Parkhurst sup- 
lis proof, as is shown by the following, still under 
I, ^^ And most generally Kin eva is used as the 
in, third person singular of the common gender, 
J, it (though usually masculine). See Gen. ii. 11; 

iv. 20. For its use as a feminine, see Gen. iii. 12; 
12 ; Lev. xiii.^' 

above etymologies may account for the following : 

rod created man in his own image, in the image of 

eated he him ; male and female created he them.^^ 

.27. 

1 is this passage to be understood ? K it means 

ing, it is that the man and the woman were created 

5 Deut xxxii. 39. Ps. cii. 28. 
Z 2 
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at the same time. The words male 9ixA female make {hi 
self-evident; and which is further confirmed by the pw 
noun themy with which the verse ends, being in the plun 
number. 

The Lord is even represented as speaking not to oi 
person but to two, for He orders them to be fruitful ai 
to multiply, and to replenish the earth and to subdue i 
Yet in the next chapter, verse 18, the Lord is made 
say, "It is not good that the man should be alone; 
will make him an help meet for him/' And three vers 
farther on the Lord is represented as causing " a d© 
sleep to fall upon Adam,'' and as making the woman o 
of one of his ribs, and then presenting her '^ unto tl 
man," verse 22. 

Now as the first woman cannot have been created twi( 
that is, at the same time with the man, and afterwards o 
of one of the man's ribs ; it is evident that this accou: 
of the creation of the first man and woman is not fr 
from error. But can the author of Genesis have ma< 
such a mistake as the one here referred to ? Every astr 
nomer and geologist in the world will assure you that tl 
author of Genesis, whoever he was, has made many ve: 
serious mistakes. It is even difficult to conceive thattl 
mistake in question can have been made by the sai 
person, the two accounts of the creation of the womJ 
being so very contradictory as to shock every one n 
wholly stultified by his religious fears and prejudic* 
But it is, for our purpose, enough to know that Moses 
allowed by all learned men to have made at least soid 
if not many mistakes ; for this being granted, we cj 
suppose he was likely to believe on perceiving the wo: 
Adam to mean not only the one, but one one, or two^ »' 
also man and woman, that the person so called obtaiD< 
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such a name because of his having been made double 
and of both sexes. But as the name Adam does not 
appear in Genesis under the form of Ad-am or Ad-om, 
that is, in two parts, we are led to suppose that this 
belief respecting the origin of the first man and woman 
must have long preceded the time when Moses is said 
to have flourished; unless, however, we allow him to 
have been a great philologist, and so, by his knowledge, 
to have analyzed the word Adam and discovered its pri- 
niaiy sense, on seeing it under one of its earliest forms. 

Am I likely to be censured for thus daring to in- 

smuate that Moses has been led into the error of deducing 

out of the word Adam his account of the origin of the 

first man and woman ? Of course I am. I may be told 

that such mistakes as physical science can demonstrate 

Jiiay be noticed, but that whatever does not come within 

wie reach of such science must never be questioned, 

however contrary to reason it may appear. M. Max 

Miiller says that Moses has been rightly stripped of his 

®oientific knowledge®, but he never presumes to hint 

^^t he can be stripped of any thing lying beyond the 

'^ge of this science, however violently it may come in 

^llision with reason, and all our best notions of the 

^'x>dhead, truth, and religion. 

But as it is an undoubted fact that Moses has, in the 
Opinion of men eminent for their piety and scientific 
^^owledge, committed several mistakes in his account of 
^*^e creation ; he may, because liable to err, have com- 
^*^tted others, but such as reason and common sense 
oxjy — ajj(j UQ^ )^Q principles of any known science— can 

« M ^0 author of the Mosaic Records, though rightly stripped before 
^^ tribunal of Physical Science of his claims as an inspired writer, may 
•Ji least d^m the modest title of a quiet observer." — LecU Science of 
^^nguoffe, vol L p. 377. 
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attempt to refute. And such a mistake I take to be the 
two different accounts given by Moses of the creation of 
the first woman. And from reasoning thus I am strongly 
induced to believe, as the most plausible solution I can 
find, that it was from the word Adam signifying, under 
one of its earliest analyzed forms, not only one (whence 
the idea first) but also double one, as well as male anA- 
female, Moses wrote as he has done of the first man ani 
woman. I forgot to mention, that in Sanskrit the worA 
Adaniy or Adim, is allowed to mean first, which is on^ 
of the meanings I have shown this word to have. 

But I now find, on referring to Parkhurst, that I hav^ 
omitted to state several other circumstances confirmatorjr 
of the truth of my etymology of this most important; 
name. Thus under nDT dme, he says, " With a radical, 
but mutable or omissible n €/^ — ^by which Parkhurst; 
shows that DT dm may be regarded as the root, since n ^ 
may, though radical, be omitted. This dm cannot differ 
from id-em, vowels being understood before consonants ; 
and as idem means the same, it must also mean oTie, as 
we have seen, and consequently even, as we must admit 
on remarking that uni is not only the French of eve^j 
but that its root un (also the root of unus) cannot differ 
from vn, V being the same as U; and vn, with vowek 
supplied, is the word even. Let us now, while bearing 
this in mind, read what Parkhurst says of nOT ^' 
These are his words : " The general idea of this diflBcult 
and extensive root seems to be equable, even, level, itnt' 
form, aequare, exasquare, conformare'^ (page 114). 

These are but other words for sameness and identi^) 
or one, which is the radical meaning, as we have proved, 
of komo, Adam, and man. Farther down on the saio® 
page this Hebrew root is also explained : ^^ A similitud^> 
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Iceness?^ And this ought to be, for such ideas as 
ilitude and likeness cannot differ from sameness in 
ming, except conventionally. But I forgot to remark 
t the first meaning given to this root when it is used 
bally, is " to make equable ;" and so it may signify 
nake like, and consequently in the image of, 
Itill under the same root, but on the next page (115), 
khurst gives DTK admy and explains it not only as 
3un common, meaning mxiny but also as the proper 
le of the first man, Adam. And the next word 
!er this noun proper is nOlK admey and which is 
s explained : " vegetable earth, or mould. It has, 
ippose, been so called on account of its evenness^ when 
ipared with other kinds of earth.^' 
jet us now call to mind, that when first analyzing the 
le Adamy it was shown to be equal to Adomy and 
i when the A of this word was dropped, we obtained 

dom of BominuSy Latin of the Lord. The name 
tm has, therefore, with other meanings, the following: 
Lor dy first many likenesSy and earth; which meanings 
e sufficient to suggest the belief that Adam was the 
le of the fi/rst mauy and that the Lord made him in 
own likeness out of the monld or dust of the earth, 
everal of the meanings above discovered by the use 
principles hitherto imknown were long ago admitted 
earned men, who saw not the consequence of their 
issions. Thus their dictionaries told them that in 
skrit Adam mesins first y and that in Hebrew it means 
only many but — then serving as a proper name — the 
many and even earth. But it did not occur to them 

those meanings might have suggested the belief 
. Adam was thfe first many and was made of earth, 
n their not knowing how to analyze the word many 
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they little suspected that it simply means the one, even 
as it does in German at the present hour. But, from 
their knowing that it must, in common with every 
other word, have a meaning of some kind or other, and 
on perceiving that it is very like a Sanskrit word which 
means to think y they have been led to assert — even with- 
out expressing a doubt — ^that man was named after this 
idea. Thus M. Max Miiller says, ^^ Man in Sanskrit 
means to measure ; from which, you remember, we had 
the name of moon. Many a derivative root, means to 
think. From this we have the Sanskrit munuy originally 
the thinker y then m/in. In the later Sanskrit we find 
derivations, such as manv/vay mannshay manushyay all 
expressing man or son of man. In Gothic we find 
both man and mannisks, the modern German mann and 
menschJ '' And in his *^ Chips from a German Workshop,^' 
M. Max Miiller says: "Man means the thinker, and 
the first manifestation of thought is speech®/' M. Max 
Miiller says also, " The moon, the golden hand on the 
dark dial of heaven [how very poetical !] was called by 
them [the sailor and the farmer] the Measurer — ^the 
measurer of time; for time was measured by nights, 
and moons, and winters, long before it was reckoned 
by days, and suns, and years */' 

It is easy to perceive that month is for moon-they that 
is, the moon; so that here the moon does clearly serve to 
show a certain space of time : the word moon has, how- 
ever, never meant the measurer y nor when used verbally 
to measure. The moon is to the night what the sun is 
to the day, and it may, for this reason, be called the sun 
of the night. And it was, it would seem, so regarded in 
the beginning ; for as words naming the sun mean one^ 

' Lect., vol. i. p. 425. ® Preface, p. x. * Lect., v. i. p. 6. - 
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as we have already often shown, so do those serving to 

name the moon express the same idea. In Helios ^ sol, and 

9un, the radical meaning of each of these words is one. 

This is made very plain by sol, root of solus; yet the Ael 

of iiUos is the same word ; that is, it means solus or one. 

And as the S of sun has grown out of the aspirate h, 

this word has also the meaning of one, for its root is un. 

The Grreek of moon is selene, and its root sel cannot differ 

from sol, nor from the Ael of Aelios ; and what can show 

^^oie clearly that the moon means one, just as the sun 

does, than its masculine and feminine fonns lunus and 

^^na; for the I of each of these words being the remains 

^f an article, unus and una remain. Zune in French 

^^"Ost be therefore for I'une, literally, tAe one. And the 

■English word moon has still the same meaning, for it is 

^^^ducible to mon, as is shown by month, and mon is the 

^^^^^cal part of monos, which means both one and alone, 

But if the moon meant the measurer or, verbally, to 
'"^asure, after what, I should like to know, was the moon 
itself called ? I shall be told that it was called after 
f^^€cma, or hicere, to shine. But this is a mistake. It 
^ taking the derivative for the original. Neither the 
^''Xii nor the moon can have been called after light, or to 
®*^ine; but it was such ideas as light and to shine must 
^^ve been called after the sun and the moon. 

M. Max Miiller does therefore mistake when he says 
vl>age 12), '^No one doubts that Luna was simply a 
^^me of the moon [very true] ; but so was likewise 
-^^'Ucina [also very true] ; both derived from lucere, to 
*^in>e ;" but this is not so very true ; for it is, I say, 
^^3ring the derivative for the original. 

But if to measure was not called after the moon, after 
^liat was it called ? After such an instrument as a hand. 
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a foot, or an arm, or a rod, the rod itself having marked 
upon it the number of hands or feet, or the length of the 
arm. This observation leads us to discover the origin of 
the English word yard; for when we regard its y as 
but a representative of the aspirate A, ard should te 
considered as its elder form ; and ard cannot, when its d 
falls behind V, differ from rad, nor rad from rod. I find 
in some English dictionaries a curious confirmation of 
the truth of this etymology. Thus verge, which is the 
French of rod, has another meaning in this language, 
which I need not give ; and I learn that yard has the 
same meaning in English. Hence the primary sense of 
the word in question is rod, and not yard. The Latin of 
rod [virga) has still the same meaning. I am even 
inclined to take the meas of measure, as equal to/>^*> 
Latin oifoot; for it is equal to the met of the Greek 
metron, which means measure ; and as the Greek prepo- 
sition meta (with) is written also peda, so might the «»^^ 
of metron be written ped. And that ped is equal to the 
pod of podos (genitive of pous, Greek of foot) is shown 
by the ped of pede, which, in this language means a 
fetter, an idea which was, I am sure, called after the 
foot, just as handcuff was called after the hand. The 
ablative of the Latin pes, that is, pede, is also letter for 
letter the Greek pede, 2l fetter, I do therefore condude 
this etymology by declaring that I believe mea^fh 
metron, mei/re, mete^ pes, pede or pede, and our words 
fetter tmdifoot, to be all radically one and the same 
word. 

We have now seen enough to feel convinced that the 
moon does not mean the measurer or to measure; but 
does man, a root derived, according to M. Max Miiller; 
from the same source, mean to think ? By no means. 
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is not conceivable that while language was yet in its 
ancy, and the whole world in a very rude state, an 
a so very refined and farfetched, could have been 
iertained by any one. M. Max Miiller will find in the 
n itagt of his own language, in the on dit of the French, 
i the (me sat/8 of the English, the only and real primi- 
e meaning of mauy namely, one, and which is clearly 
)wn by our analysis of homo. 

But M. Max Miiller is not the only one who has 
mght that man was named after the idea expressed by 
5 verb to think ; Godfrey Higgins published the same 
nion long before him, as the following passage, which 
transcribe from his Anacalypsis ^, serves to show : 
u the Hindoo mythology we meet with a very im- 
tant personage, called Menu. He is allowed to be 
atical with Buddha, and with the sun, and to be 
named Son of the Self-existent, or, in other words, Son 
jod. The word Menu signifies mind or understanding y 
is closely connected with the idea of wisdom. It is, 
short, but another epithet for Buddha. This root is 
ely allied to the root "130 mnr ; whence comes the 
lerva of the Greeks % and the English word man, and 
Latin words mens mind, memini, to remember, and 
Sanskrit man or men, to think" 
lut this is a mistake — I mean as to the origin of the 
le man — and it is proved to be a mistake by Godfrey 
;gins himself, since some hundred pages farther on 
5) in the same volume, we are told that the French 
itands for homme, the name of the high constable of 
nee, preudon, being for jprendhomme, I cannot ac- 
at for this contradiction but by supposing that the 
jagejust quoted, showing man to have been named 

^ Vol. i. p. 234. 2 3ee Parkhurst, in voce nao mnr. 
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after the verb to thinhy mast have been in print some 
considerable time before he acquired the .more correct 
opinion respecting the origin of the idea man ; for humfi 
does not stand for a different one. 

In the second of the two passages above quoted from 
M. Max Miiller we are told that man means not only the 
thinker y but that ^^ the first manifestation of thought iB 
speech/' 

This is also M. Kenan's opinion, as we have abready 
shown j this writer's apparent conviction being that afi 
soon as man began to think he began to speak. Bai 
what is there in this opinion to recommend it ? Nothing 
more than that it appears to be every one's impressioaj 
from the boy at school to the full grown professor oi 
many languages. It is, however, very erroneous^ verj 
shallow^ and, above all, very meagre, for it leads to no- 
thing; not having even the merit of one of those rid 
blunders which, though destitute of common sense, maj 
have something in them like imagination, and, from theL: 
very oddity, like originality also. But how very easilj 
such an opinion can be confuted ! Thus, how does tt^ 
man born deaf, without the least defect in the formation: 
of his mouth, manifest his thoughts ? Certainly not bj 
speech, but by signs ; and so would all men have ct^- 
continued to do, even from the creation of the first ma« 
and woman down to the present hour, if they had not tt^ 
power of giving to their mouth a circtdar form whil^ 
calling attention, by the noise they then made, to th< 
object (the sun) they were representing at the time 
And such was, I say, the beginning of human speech; i"* 
grew out of a single sign ; signs and not words having 
been the first and most natural meAns used over all th^ 
world for the maiL\fesfc8L\AOTi oit \3aaM%ht. 
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Tf I were not apprehensive of being led into other 
inquiries^ a g^at deal more might be said of Adam and 
Eve, still serving to lead to the suspicion that a large 
portion of their history has been suggested by the mean- 
ings of their names. But one or two particular circum- 
stances may be slightly noticed. We have seen how the 
name Adam is significant of samenesSy which corresponds 
with its being equal to the Latin idem. But the name 
^e has also this meaning ; for as the em of idem is for 
9(me, the entire word meaning the same ; and as the m of 
this em is equal to ^, as we have often shown, and as em 

• 

M consequently equal to eta, and as ew is reducible to ev, 

we thus obtain the root of M)a or M)e, And that em is 

^owed to have this meaning of sameness is proved by 

™ following : " An ^»i^-Christian, or ^^^-Christian, is 

a fellow Christian, an equal Christian'." We should 

not omit to observe that the ew here noticed cannot differ 

from ewe (the female sheep) ; and that when we make the 

^ of this word take its form of 11, just as it does in 

Scotch — aw being used in this language for all — we shall 

obtain elle, the French of aAe, which would make it 

^Ppear that the word meaning JEve means she also. But 

^ Adam and Eve have the same meaning. Eve, I shall be 

^Id, might as well mean Ae. And so it does, since in a 

r^^«sage we have already quoted from Parkhurst, Hva is 

'^ere said to be of the common gender, and to be for he, 

^e, or it. I learn that the pronoun Iva, which cannot 

•^iffer from Eva, means in Sanskrit sAe *. 

I learn also from Godfrey Higgins* that Adima means 
^ot only the^r*^ man, but even the^*^ womun. And 
^e learned Pasor makes a statement to the same effect : 

* lUcbardson's Dictionary. ^ Asiat. Res., vol. v. p. 247. 

* Anacalypsis, vol. ii. p. 175. 
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^^''ABafi, nomen Hebraeorum proprium nofitri parentis. 
Est etiam appellativum, et valet idem quod homo, tribui- 
turque non solum viro sed etiam foeminse/' Lexicon. 

I was forgetting to observe, that in the passage quoted 
from Parkhurst under riDT dme, one of the meanings he 
gives of this root is even {evening) , which is in English 
written also eve. And as Parkhurst tells us that the 
n <? of this root may be omitted, it follows that its D1 <^ 
is precisely equal to the Latin idemy vowels being under- 
stood before the d and the Tlfb. And as idem is the same 
as Adam, so is it the same as Eve, and hence the expla- 
nation of even given of liDT dme appears to be very 
correct ; but not more so than the erne in e»^^-Christian, 
meaning, as just shown by Richardson, ^e^-Christian, 

K we now examine avrjp and avOpoyjro^, we shall be 
obliged to admit that neither of them differs, as to its 
primary sense, from Aomo, adam, or man. The ending fip 
of ai/^p appears, in perhaps all languages, under various 
forms, such as ar, er, ir, or, ur^ ouTy eur, &c. And as the 
an which precedes the lyp of avrjp has still the same 
meaning, that of one, aner is, literally, for one^ne, that 
is, tAe one, there being no difference in meaning between 
one and the article the, as we have already shown. 

But anthrdpo8 differs so considerably in form from 
anefy that all the philologists who have noticed this word 
have been led to give it quite another origin. It is? 
however, the same as aner. But the Greeks have often? 
for the sake of euphony, inserted a letter where a peopk 
less addicted to make alterations in words for the sake of 
sound could not think of doing so. Thus the long G ^ 
in aner being equal to 66 (ee), and this not suiting their 
delicate ears, they have on some occasions inserted a rf; 
and thus made aner become ander. Thus instead of tf«^" 
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gathed, they have written andr-agathedy which is for 
nder-agathed. Now this ander must have been once 
receded by an article, such as OS, and so have been OS 
ndeTy meaning the man ; and 05 ander ^ must, by trans- 
osition, have become anderos, but from the e of this 
^ord having been dropped, the was lengthened ; that 
J, instead of dvBepo^ they wrote avhpdyo^, which is equal 
3 androoSy and this they have lengthened by the inser- 
ion of a ^ to androoposy the p having necessitated the 
sual ending (09) of Greek nouns of the second declension. 

Another proof that the Greeks must have had a strong 
Jndency to insert 2i d m aner i% shown by the geni- 
ve of this word being not only aneros, but andros also ; 
ad that andros must have once been os ander y and so 
ave served as a nominative, I have not the least doubt. 

It is scarcely necessary to observe, that from d and th 
aving exactly the same power, there can be no difference 
etween an^opos and an^^ropos, any more than there is 
etween i)eus and Theos ; or than there is between bad 
I German, and 6atA in English ; or than there is be- 
veen our two words burden and burthen ; or between 
le two Greek words anderon and antheron, each having 
^e same meaning, that of a bank or mound. 

According to this etymology of dnthropoa, it is but a 
fferent form of its original anefy and it has consequently 
le same meaning, that of one. 

I was forgetting to notice the Latin viry but, judging 
oiu what we have just seen of the corresponding word 
t other languages, it is easy to conceive that its most 
%inal meaning must have been also that of one. When 
e regard its X) as having grown out of the aspirate, and 
' consequently being no part of its root, ir alone re- 
^s, and as this is equal to oiry so is it to ary er, our^ 
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eir, OTy eufy and many others. And every such ending 
will be found to mean onCy or any thing. Hence haker u 
one who bakes; butchery one who butchers; printer, m 
who prints; and a snuffers is a thing that snuffs^ or, 
when applied to a man^ one who snuffs. And as the % 
of vir may be replaced by several other signs, such as 6, 
fy Wy or TIfly it follows that vir might also appear under 
such forms as biry har^ firy fwty wir, wary mofy with a 
great many others equal to all and each of these. This 
serves to show that the er of anery and the vr of vir are 
as one and the same word. 



CHAPTER XLV. 

FATHER, MOTHEE, GENITOR, AUTHOR, AND ACTOE. 

We are now about to enter upon an inquiry relating to 
the origin of names which are, perhaps, of all others, the 
most known, though nothing appears to be less so than 
the ideas after which they were first called. These names 
are such household words 2i& father y mother ygenitory author i 
and actor; after which — but in the next chapter — I intend 
to show the primary sense (equally unknown) of several 
other familiar names, such as daughter and son, with many 
other etymologies. 

M. Max Miiller in his " Chips from a German Work- 
shop*,^' says, '^The principles that must guide the student 
of the science of language are now firmly established/' 

There can be no truth in this bold statement, for, if i* 
were true, two such men as Messrs. Max Miiller and 

• Preface, p. xix. 
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ittre would know the primary signification — ^in no 
latter what language — of so common-place a word as 
a,ther ; but they now know no more after what this idea 
ras first called than they did when only seven years old. 

M. Max Miiller^s definition oi father is as follows : 
'Father is derived from a root jd«, which means not to 
hegety but to protect ^ to nov/rish ^/' 

M. Littre assigns also to father the meaning of to 
nourish, but seems to prefer that of mastery as the fol- 
lowing serves to show: ''Les uns le tirent du radical 
Dfl, nourriry les autres du Sanscrit, patiy maitre ; ce qui 
est plus en rapport avec Fid^e que I'antiquite s^est faite 
iepitriy ira/rijpy paterfamilias/' 

I learn from M. Max MuUer, that in Sanskrit father 
* • • * * * 

y&ptary which, as '^ is for 0%y and 01 for dy brings j»i^djr 

equal to patary and patar is but a different {ormot pater. 

let us now apply our principles. The^ oi pater being 

for the aspirate, it must be left out, as no radical part of 

vaier; the «^ which follows the^ oi pater is therefore 

the root of this word. But what does it mean? Under 

its present form I can perceive no meaning that will 

ipply to pater; but knowing, as I do, that d is for 01 ^ 

[see that at {toot oi pater) is equal to oity and, asaccord- 

ng to my principles, one combination of vowels is equal 

o any other, it follows that oit cannot differ, save con- 

rentionaUy, from aity which is the root of the Greek 

\itio8y an author. Now this is a meaning that will apply 

K) pater y for every child knows that his father is the 

luthor of his existence. But this is only telling me that 

^(Uher and author have the same meaning, but it does not 

give me what I want to know — ^the primary signification 

of either word. When we prefix to the English word 

f ** Chips from a Gkirman Workshop," toL u. p. ^21. 

K2b 



354 Origin of I^anguage and Myths. 

author an f, as a. substitute of the aspirate h, to whica 
its initial vowel is entitled, author will become ^tt^A(?r, "^ 
which it is easy to perceive ^^^^ry but this only con- 
firms what has been already shown, namely, that fai^ 
and author are synonyms. If we take the French of 
author y that is, auteur, and give to its initial vowel the 
J ill /author, we shall obtain^w^^r, which has no mean- 
ing that can apply to father. But let us take the original 
of author, namely, its Latin form auctor, and prefix the 
representative of the aspirate, that is, f, and we shall 
g&tfauctor for auctor. And what \&fanctor huifaei^y 
and a, factor is a maker, for a vowel being due between 
its C and t, it is literally y^^^^r, facit (he makes), being" 
the third person singular oifacere, to make. 

And such must be the primary signification oi faihfff 
in all the languages ever spoken. When men first ex- 
pressed their ideas by words, they must have regarded 
the father of a child as its maker, than which nothing 
can be more easily conceived. But there are other proofe 
of the truth of this etymology. What is the Greek of 
maker? It is poiet, of which the radical part poil^ 
becomes in Latin the j)oet of poeta, in which we have an 
instance of one combination of vowels being equal to 
any other, since here the oie oi poiet is the oe oi poei 
But if poet were to be written jp6>i^, it would be still the 
same word. And what is poit when its and I meet, 
composing €t, but the pat of pater F 

We see, therefore, in father and poet the same wor4 
though neither idea was called after the other; their iden- 
tity arises from each word having maker for its original 
meaning. The Latin ^5^r, which means a heaver , is also 
widely different in signification firom both^^^^andj»<^/ 
but as it means, as shown farther back, a maker or wofkf!^) 
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J, primarily considered, still the same word, its % being 
oi or 0,y and its being equal to thy as we may see by 
iparing uher^ in Latin^with its Greek equivalent ou^^ar. 
J^ow as maker was one of the well-known names of 
mbn, it follows that sun ^jmSl father were in the begin- 
^ expressed alike ; not because a father was called 
r the suriy but because his name means a maker , an 
L called after the hand, 

low now are we to trace pater or father to a name of 
sun ? By remarking that its root at or ath cannot 
er from ad, and we saw farther back that when the 
idhists invoked their God — who was the sun — they 
d this word Ad, Nor can it differ from od which is 
• root of Gody and God was also a name of the sun 
len written Gad), as we have seen it admitted in the 
ssage quoted from Isaiah by Dr. Jamieson. And 
len th« €L of ad received the nasal sound, it became 
i; that is, when here the initial consonant is aspirated, 
^dy of which the primary signification was maker, also 
2 of the names of the sun. In short, every word of 
J syllable must have been, or it may at least have 
m, a name of the 8un, 

WTiat difference can we now find between O, the first 
ne of the sun, and Ad ? In meaning there is none, 
i their difference in form is to be thus accounted for : 
m the I having been so often attached to the O, to 
)w that the O then meant one and not the sun, it was 
jught, after the original use of the I was forgotten, 
it the two signs should never stand apart from each 
ter; and hence 01 was used instead of O, and served 
a name of the sun just as the O had previously done, 
t when the O and I coalesced and became d, and 
n when the teeth were allowed to meet at t\\ft Ci\o«fc q1 

A a 2 
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this sounds the name Ad was obtained. But with some 
people the O and I never coalesced^ and this aoconnts 
for EI and IE, which are other forms of 01 and 10, 
having named botti the trne God and the sun, as we 
have already shown from Parkhurst. 

Now at being the root of mater just as it is oi pater y 
we are allowed to infer that the mother was, as well as the 
father, regarded as the author of her child's existence. 

What then is the diflference in meaning between jo«^ 
and mater ? There is none ; they have each the same 
meaning — that of maker ; and it was only by the W 
having been used for ^, that the mother^s name could 
be distinguished from the father's. In Greek the inter- 
change of ^ and ^ occurs frequently. Thus, Donnegan 
observes: " In the jEolian dialect, as also in the Laconian, 
ffh and J9 are often interchanged; thus oppa for ommaypeda 
for meta" &c. The word mother may have therefore 
with some people been used for father, and have been 
taken for a noun masculine. And this has happened, as 
to sex, as we shall see. 

Before confirming any farther these etymologies, let 
us notice genitor, and afterwards return to father and 
mother. The Greek form of genitor is geneter, which, 
when we drop the nasal sound, becomes geeter, that \h 
getter y which means both one who gets and hegeU^ 
This idea must, like that of father, have been named 
after the hand. And as the French word gant (a glove) 
was named from the hand> it follows that the g of the 
former word is the h of the latter, and as this aspirate 
(A) is frequently changed for^, the get of getter cannot 
difier from fet, that is, fat, radical part of father y and 
which is equal" to the pat of pater. As get is but » 
different form of got, and as got is the same as Goiy ^ 
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tliTis see how gemtor can, like pater, be shown to be 
radicsdly the same as a name of the sun. And as the 
'feminine of gmitor is geniirix ; that is, when written in 
ftill, genitorix ; we see that both words are alike, the 
ending ix of the latter only serving to distinguish the 
feminine from the masculine, just as the Tlfl of mater 
serves to distinguish this word from pater. 

We have already stated M. Max Miiller^s assertion 
-that pa does not mean to beget, but to protect, to 
notbrishs after which he continues thus : — 

'^ The father as genitor, was called in Sanskrit ganitdr, 
ibut as protector and supporter of his offspring he was 
called piMr. Hence, in the Veda these two names are 
used together, in order to express the full idea of father. 
Thus the poet says (I. 164. 88) :— 

Dyaus me pit4 ganita. 
Jo(vi)s mei pater genitor. 
Z€V<; i/MOv iraTrjp. 
*^ In a similar manner mdtar, mother, is joined with 
^amtri, genitrix (Rev. iii. 48, 2), which shows that the 
word mdtar must soon have lost its etymological meaning, 
and have become an expression of respect and endearment. 
Among the earliest Aryans mdtar had the meaning of 
maker, from ma, to fashion ; and in this sense, and with 
the same accent as the Greek fJbrjTqp, mdtar, not yet 
•determined by a feminine affix, is used in the Veda as a 
masculine. ' Thus we read, for instance (Rev. viii. 41, 4) : — 

' S^h mk^ta purvyam padom.' 
'■^ He, Varuna (Uranos) is the maker of the old place.^ 
" Now, it should be observed that mdtar as well as 
pta/r is but one out of many names by which the idea of 
father and mother might have been expressed. Even if 
we confined ourselves to the root^a, and took t\i<b ^^\!i^ 
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ing of support to his offspring as the most characteristic 
attribute of father, many words might have been, and 
actually were, formed, all equally fit to become, so to 
say, the proper names oi father. In? Sanskrit j»ro/'«?^ 
can be expressed not only by pa^ followed by the de- 
rivative suffix taTy but hjpd-la, pd-laka, pa^yu, all mean- 
ing proUdor, The fact, that out of many possible 
forms one only has been admitted into all the Aryan 
dictionaries, shows that there must have been some- 
thing like a traditional usage in language, long before 
the separation of the Aryan family took place '/^ 

And this single circumstance, \k12k, father is expressei 
in all the Aryan dictionaries by the same word, and nO'^ 
by any of the many words signifying protectory serv0^ 
to show that pitar, which cannot differ from pater, an^ 
more than pater can from father , does not mea:^ 
a protector in the sense of father, but, as I har^ 
shown, a maker. I wonder M. Max Miiller did no^"^ 
take advantage of his being well aware that mdtaT^ 
which is the same as mater, had not only the meanin^^ 
of maker, but was also used as a masculine. Thi^ 
might have convinced him that pitar or pater had th^ 
same meaning, and that the two words were conse- 
quently one and the same. 

But that father and mother may be expressed by tKe 
same word is shown by Donnegan \mdiex phud, who refers 
to Aristophanes as employing jd^«*«* in this double sense. 

When showing how \hQpa of pater is reducible to ot, 
a name of the sun, I forgot to observe, that when only 
its is dropped, we have in the pi which remains, » 
name of the Deity, for it is the radical part oi pif^ 
(pious), which means godly ; and this idea must have 

8 "Chips from a German Workshop," voL ii. pp. 22—24 
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been named after God. Hence, Godfrey Higgins, as the 
reader may recollect, when remarking that the definite 
article happens to be the name of the Deity in several 
languages, mentions, among the r^st, the Coptic article 
Pj, as having these two meanings. Hence the people 
that first used the adjective pious y must have had Pi as 
the name of their God, and so must this word have been 
a name of the sun also, which was, with all men, the 
first object of Divine worship. 

Though I have already shown author to be, when 

its initial vowel is aspirated, equal to /author ^ that is, 

faiher; and though I have also shown that its Latin 

^uivalent auctor is, and still by means of the aspirate 

before its initial vowel, equal \o factor, Mi^xdX^y facit-or ; 

I wish to draw the reader's attention to this important 

^^ord author once more. And why so? For the sole 

purpose of showing ta philologists how much they stand 

*^ need of the principles by which I am guided, when 

^^^^acing words to their earliest meanings. Now what is, 

^<k}ording to M. Littr^, the original meaning ? It is 

^^gere and ojas, ojas being a Sanskrit word which, he 

*^lls us, meansybrctf, that is, strength. 

Now, if M. Littre knew that initial vowels may or 

*^y not be aspirated, he would have seen that author, 

^tich happens to be one of the forms he gives for auteur, 

^^^iimot differ irorcL /author, and this he would see at a 

S'lance cannot difier from /ather. And still by applpng 

^^ same rule, he would see that auctor, the Latin of 

Author, was equal \x> /auctor, which, by applying the rule, 

^iiat a single vowel is equal to a combination of vowels, 

^^^imot differ bom/actar, and 2^/actor is like 2i/ather and 

^ author, a maker ; and this he would confirm by 

applying the rule which says, that two con8onan.t& \i'aLN^ 

^ften a vowel understood between them •, as ^Joi^ xvi\^ 
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would bring factor equal to faciUoty wUch is literally a 
maker y as facit (he makes) serves to stow. But as the 
aspirate or any of its substitutes may, when found 
necessary, be removed, from initial vowels, it follows that 
\h^ factor otfacit^or, is the same as actor when its / i« 
dropped. And is not an actor one who aeiSy one who, 
like 2^ father or an author ^ does something ? And what he 
does is an act, and he is its author ^ its doer^ its maker. 

Now, if I stood in need of some very re^peotahle 
authority to support what I do here so positively advance, 
namely, that an author is an actor^ I have just fouBd 
this very respectable authority. And who is it, the 
reader asks, because wishing to know if he -can e^ 
M. Littre ? To which I answer, that my authority ifi, in 
all respects, as great a man a;S M. Littr^ ; and lie is sofor 
this simple reason, that my authority is M. Littre himseif* 
Thus the third on the list of the jseveral diffenent iofssA 
and synonyms of the word aw^^ given in his dietionarfy 
is the word actor itself, just as it is written in Latio* 
Yet in the face of this overwhelming proof given by 
himself against himself, his derivation of oMtmr i^ 
^^ Italian autore, de Vamctorem, augere, accroitr€y radie^ 
Sanskrit, ojaSy force /^ But what relationship can l^* 
Jjittre find between the idea expressed hjuuthoTy and o] 
signifying either increase or stren^gth? However a 
might increase y or however strong he might be, oaeither c^ 
these attributes would imply that he was, in 
of the word, an author. But why do^ M. Littm^ 
such mistakes, and with wlueh his fine dictionaiy 
abounds ? Because he does not know any more than hi^ 
correspondent, M. Max Miiller, or any one else, icrt^ 
man first acquired the use of speech, and how, from the 
knowledge thenoe derived, he learned to ^express hi^ 
ideas. 
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CHAPTER XLVI. 

HSCOVERY OP THE PRIMARY SIGNIFICATION OP DATJGHTBE 
AND SON, WITH SEVERAL OTHER ETYMOLOGIES. 

?HB first meaning attached to the word daughter has 
>een long since as completely forgotten as that oi father, 
enitoTy author, and actor, .For the present I wish to 
lotiee this word under one of these forms : duhitar in 
Sanskrit; dauthar, in Gothic; daughter ^ in English; 
ociter, in German ; and thugokter in Greek, In these 
ve have but so many variations of the same word, so 
ihat to Account for any one of them is to account for 
Jiem all. Let us now hear what M. Max MiUler has 
K) say of :not only the Greek of daughter y but also of 
xither and mother y of which, as we have already fully 
explained and shown, this very learned gentleman knew 
lot the earliest meanings. These are his words : '^ What 
iliould we know of the original meaning of Trarqpy firfTqpy 
i»rid Ovydrrjp, if we were reduced to the knowledge of 
me langii3ge like Greek? But as soon as we trace 
ixese words to Sanskrit, their primary power was clearly 
>ixdicated. ,0. Miiller was one of the first to see and 
acknowledge that classical philology must surrender aU 
etymologieal research to comparative philology, and that 
ttie origin of Greek words cannot be settled by a mere 
Terence to Greek '.^^ 
This hd.ppens to be a great mistake, as I am now 
9 M.Qi^pg fi^jQ f^ Gennan Workshop," >io\. ii. *(. H^ 
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going to prove. But first it may be necessary to show 
what is, according to M. Max Miiller's conviction, tie 
original meaning of daughter. ^^ It is/' he says, ''a 
name identically the same in all the dialects, except 
Latin, and yet Sanskrit alone could have preserved a 
consciousness of its appellative power. Duhitar, as Pro- 
fessor Lassen was the first to show, is derived from dulf 
a root which in Sanskrit means to milk. It is perhaps 
connected with the Latin ducoy and the transition of 
meaning would be the same as between traherey to draVi 
and traire, to milk. Now the name of milkmaid, given 
to the daughter of the house, opens before our eyes a 
little idyll of the poetical and pastoral life of the early 
Aryans. One of the few things by which the daughter, 
before she was married, might make herself usefiil, in a 
Nomadic household, was the milking of the cattle, and 
it discloses a kind of delicacy and humour^ even in tto 
rudest state of society, if we imagine a father calling 
his daughter his little milkmaid, rather than 8uta,loiB 
begotten, or filia, the suckling. This meaning, however, 
must have been forgotten long before the Aryans 
separated. Buldiar was then no longer a nickname, bnt 
it had become a technical term, or, so to say, the proper 
name oi daughter^ ." 

We thus see that M. Max Miiller is supported in 
his etymology of duhitar, Sanskrit of daughter, by Us 
countrymen, O. Miiller and Professor Lassen. He allows 
us to understand that it is only by referring to Sans- 
krit, and not by any means to Greek, that the original 
meaning of this word can be discovered. Let us now 
see ho\^ far this is true, by beginning with his own lan- 
guage and finishing with Greek. 

^ <* Clupa &om a Qormaa Workshop/' voL ii« pp. 25» 26. 
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The toch, or radical part of tochtery cannot differ from 
h^ ch and k being a very common interchange, as we see 
Y comparing speech and breach with speak and break, 
f ow the tok thus obtained, and which cannot differ from 
be toch of tochtery is the radical part of tokos in Greek, 
aid which takes these other two forms, tekos and teknorv. 
^d what do they mean ? The two first mean a child 
)r any thing begotten^ and the last is thus explained 
by Donnegan : "A child, son, or daughter/' And for 
the verbal form of these three words, I am referred 
to tekoy an assumed form of tiktd, which means to 
^^get. Now had the word tikto been written tukto or 
ihngto, to both of which forms it is precisely equal, no 
German would have ever imagined that it was absolutely 
necessary for discovering the meaning of daughter ^ to 
?o to a language so very little known as Sanskrit — even 
imong the learned themselves. And still less would 
khey have imagined that such a word must in the begin- 
^ng have meant a milkmaid^ for it signifies only one 
^^gotteriy male or female, and its meaning alludes no 
"Jore to the milking of cows than it does to the knitting 
f stockings or to the carding of wool. But this mis- 
^e has suggested the fragment of a nice little idyll ; 
Id I am sure that every young poet and poetess will 
'gret that M. Max Miiller^s etymology of daughter or 
^hita/Ty is not true. That idea of calling a newborn 
&iit a milkmaid is so very fanciful, and also so deli- 
•tely humorous, as M. Max Miiller allows us, I think, 
understand. 

But we should be always on our guard against fanci- 
l ideas when tracing words to their original sources. 
Could myself, perhaps, give M. Max Miiller stronger 
Oof than he himself has given, that a ciaug Ater ixift«xi^ 
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a milkmaid. Thus the thug of thugater cannot differ 
from dug, any more than burthen can from bu^de^.; and 
a dug is the teat of a cow ; so that a female baby might 
very well — according to this absurd notion — ^be calle<J 
a dugger or duggist, from being obliged while xnilking a 
cow, to handle its dugs. And though this etymology 
would be very faulty, yet, in my humble opinion, M. 
Max Muller^s is not less so. 

But why do I not allow myself, in my etymologies, 
to be led astray by fanciful notions? Because I have 
been so led too many times already, so that I am now 
doubly on my guard against every etymology bearing iB 
the slightest degree the appearance of fancy. And then 
I have the advantage of certain fixed principles imknowB 
to my predecessors, by which I am constantly checked 
and kept within rational limits whenever on the verge of 
going wrong. 

It is thus shown that duitar or thugai&Ty which words 
are, in M. Max Miiller^s opinion, identically the same, 
means a daughter and nothing more. But after what 
was a daughter called ? After her parents,; that is, after 
her father and mother, which, as already shown, have 
each the single meaning of maker, an idea called afti^ 
the hand, that member with which things are made. 
But was not such a word as tokos, for instance, called 
after i^irJ, the elder form of tikto, to beget? I should say 
so if I could suppose that verbs were first inyenited, and 
nouns afterwards ; but my conviction is that xxian musk 
have first given names to things, and that he then used 
those names verbally. Hence, the tek of teko, or the Hi 
pf tikto must have been once a name meaning eitheryi^ 
ox mother, or both. But how is this to be proved? By 
jfirst asking if t\v&i» can he any diffiarence between the 



Origin of Language and Myths. 365 

radical parts of the Greek thugater {Ovydrtfp) and its 
Sanskrit diiUar; that is, between thug and duh? To 
which the answer mnst be, There can be no difference 
whatever. And if the g of ihug, and the h of duh were 
replaced by any other two consonants, these radical parts 
would be still precisely equal to each other. When we 
therefore leave out the g and the A of fhttg and duh, we 
shall have in what remains, that is, in thu and du, the 
roots of thugater and duitar; and these roots are as equal 
to each other as the th of burthen is to the d of burden; 
and the th of the one and the d of the other might be 
leplaoed by any two signs in the alphabet without 
causing (except conventionally) the least difference in 
meaning. Thus I learn from M. Max Miiller^ that the 
Sanskrit word su means to beget ; but the phu of the 
€h!6ek <f>v<o means also to beget; and neither su nor phu 
can differ from the roots thu and du of thugater and 
duitar, which shows that these two words for daughter 
have merely the meaning of the begotten; but they are 
conventionally feminine. And as one of these roots, 
namely, j9ii9^, does not differ from the pu of the Latin 
f/Mfy we see that either of them — for they are equal to 
^udi other— might as well mean a son as a daughter, the 
idea expressed by the word begotten being the only 
dense in which they must have been first taken, whether 
male or female. 

Why now do these several roots, if they be all one' 
and the same, begin with different consonants, and 
compound signs, such as th and jd^ ? Because these con- 
sonants and compound signs, have, I feel convinced, 
grown out of the aspirate A. Thus such a root as thu 
most have once been U, then hu, after which the most 

* *• Chips from a German Workshop," vol. ii. i^. ^. 
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probable change was by means of the digamma ; whence 
fn or phu^ then thu^ and at later periods, iUy du, and #». 
Every one knows that there is, perhaps, no interchange 
in Greek more frequent than t and S; and that d and S 
do also interchange is shown by such words as ^a&9 
and oa^Tj being the same as ^aaof; and oa-fjui]. 

But how are we to account for several of the roots jnst 
noticed being personal pronouns ? Witness su and tu in 
Greek and Latin ; fAu in Saxon ; du in German, Swedisk 
and Danish ; all of which being represented in English 
by tAou, The identity here referred to is explained by 
what was shown farther back ; namely, that such pro- 
nouns as /, tkoUy JiBy she, and it, in English, as well as 
their corresponding forms in all languages, do not differ 
from one another save conventionally, and that each of 
them means a heing, literally an exutence, and nothing 
more ; and for this reason, all such words do not differ 
in meaning from the verb to he, 

I learn from M. Max MuUer' that a Sanskrit word for 
i^on is put/ra; of which the radical part, putfy cannot 
differ from pair any more than further can from/arther! 
Qjii patr is, when the vowel here due between t and /is 
supplied, the same as pater, and this is but another form 
otpitar, Sanskrit of father. But where is the necessity 
for this analysis of a Sanskrit word for son ? It is bnt 
to confirm still more what has, perhaps, been already 
feufficiently proved — that a son obtained the same name 
as his father from his having been called after him* 
M. Max Miiller, when referring to this Sanskrit word for • 
son, says, that it ^^ is of doubtful origin, probably of 
considerable antiquity, as it is shared by the Celtic 
branch (Bret. j»a<?^r^, hoy ; paoi/rez, gvrl); the Latin jM»^ 
8 " CViips from a German Workshop," vol. ii p. 30. 
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upposed to be derived from the same root/^ To this 
bement M. Max Miiller might have added, if he knew 
that the Sanskrit oi father [pif'ar) is also derived from 
J same root, and that it does not differ from putra 
uiskrit of son), nor even from paotrez, a girl, save 
iventionally. 

In one of the roots above noticed, namely, in the j»^«* 
the Greek ^vo), to heget, we see a form nowise different 
)m pha, pay or fa ; that is, from thejo« oi pater {irar'^p), 
both Greek and Latin, and the fa of father. And 
ten (l>va) takes its substantive form, it becomes phutor 
buTo/j), and it is then thus explained by Donnegan : 
one who engenders or produces ; a generator ; 9^ father ^ 
^e thus see that the phu of phud might as well mean 
ion as a father ^ since it cannot differ from the pu of 
Ker, Latin of son. And another proof of this is afforded 
y geneter {jevBT'qp) ; which is allowed to be the same as 
enetes {yeverrjf;), and |the meaning of the latter is, 
Dcording to Donnegan and every one else, " a father — a 
>»/^ And against this fact — that the parent and the 
Irild have had in the beginning the same name — there 
liould be no contending ; for it is admitted by men who 
ad no knowledge of the principles of the twofold dis- 
^very to which I lay claim. But even facts, I shall be 
M, are seldom sufficient to convince such persons as 
ave for a long period of their lives imbibed false notions 
Jspeeting no matter what belief, whether religious or 
iientific. And that the same word must, as we have 
^n, mean father as well as mother, is also admitted by 
'onnegan, who, under ^t;®, gives ^vaa^, on the autho- 
by of Aristophanes, as meaning " a father, also a mother, 
>ih parents included/^ 
How easily all this can be understood when we adxsvitk 
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what every one can conceive, naniely, that the words 
father and mother have each the meaning of maker, and 
that the names of their children have, because call^ 
after their parents, been made to signify what is made. 
But there is still, besides putra^ another word m 
Sanskrit for souy namely, »unu^ which M. Max Miiller 
derives from 8u to beget; and this is no mistake. Bnt 
there is a root of this root, and which is U^ How then 
are we to account for the S t By making it represent, 
as usual in such cases, the aspirate A. The now obsolete 
form of i;w9 (a sovb) namely, vJ?, is, therefore, very correct; 
for as its aspirate may be represented by 5 or by tbe 
digamma (f), its root is equal to both *w and f%^ m tbff 
latter of which we have the <^u of ^\m\ and as tli6 
representative of the aspirate A is never to be r^arded 
as belonging to the root of a word, it follows that ^ii» 
is for v(d. But as ^uo when reduced to tm means to v)A 
or to make wet, and is radically the same as v&op, wa^) 
we want to know why a word meaning to heget should 
be equal, when radically considered, to one significant of 
water. I have already had occasion to show, even several 
times, that water has, like bread, been called after that 
which it serves to support, namely, life; and as to 
beget means to give life, we thus account for two words 
so opposite in meaning as to beget and to wet being, when 
closely examined, exactly alike. And as the rm of 
trow is still equal to the vg» of 0i^, to begeiy and to 
{«d to wet, it cannot be regarded as a different word, , 
though it means to shake. But as to shake implied 
motion, and consequently life or existence, we can tirns 
account for such an idea having been expressed not 
differently from either ^us) or u©. Now, though philo- 
logists were to find out) as they probably might, 
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kdical identity of ^uq>^ vtOy and avwy they could not^ 
>wever, without the help of those principles which have 
rown out of the discovery of man's first word, ever 
Xioont for three ideas so dissimilar having been signi- 
3d by the same word. I am here reminded of what we 
LW farther back, namely, that vater is the Grerman of 
^er, and the Danish of water; nor can vater differ 
om father qt pater. If we now return to the Sanskrit 
^ (to beget), we perceive, on giving the nasal sound to 
3 % that it is the same as sun, and consequently as 
n, which is confirmed by M. Max Miiller, who admits 
lat mrm is the Sanskrit of ^on. and that in the Gothic 
id Lithuanian languages it is wriit&n. sunus. But this 
ithority mistakes when he asserts, as he does, that m 
as a verb when the original of sunu; for as a son waa 
^ed after his father, su must have first served as a 
}un, and afterwards as a verb. And m did not then 
iffer in meaning from the pa o( pater, nor from the ^v 
■ ^vTop, noticed above, and shown to have for one of its 
eanings that oS. father. 

When we now observe that the d oi pa and the U of 
te ^v of ^vo) are not only equal to each other, but, as 
e have often seen, to oi also, we discover that the joa 
puer is the same as pot; and this is confirmed by the 
reek poir {Trciip), which is allowed to be its original, 
nd this affords farther proof that a son was called 
ter his father. And as the poi of the Greek wmp, 
imot, from the common interchange of b and p, differ 
Dm boi, we thus discover our word boy. But in the 
reek poir we see something else. Wheii its and ^ 
alesce, making a, it is par, that is, bar, and this is the 
ebrew of son or boy. Par is also the radical part of 
fio to beget, and of j^arens or parent. Nor can eithet 
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bar or par differ from the Hebrew bra^ which means to 
creaiCy makey or form. Let us also observe that as ioiis 
equal to ba, so is ba, when read from right to left, the 
same as ah, Hebrew of father; and in which, as well as 
in am, Hebrew of mother, we see both pa and may that 
is, papa and mamma. 

"When we now call to mind i^tii parent means a ^wto,. 
because named from the hand, it is reasonable to suppose, 
since its radical part par has, with its other meanings, 
that of by, that this idea also is to be traced to the teA 
Hence, when we say, ^^ cela a ete iaitpar moi/' the literal 
meaning is, " that has been done hand me /' that is, the 
hand belonging to me did it. And when by implies 
proximity, as in sit by me, the meaning is sit at tKe hani 
to me; that is, at the hand belonging to me. This too 
is confirmed by pres being the radical part of present) 
since to be present is to be at hand. And. to present » 
thing to any one is to hand it to him. Hence, the 
Latin of the noun present, that is, munus, cannot diffii 
from manus. But if present means being at hand, absent) 
I may be told, should mean being from hand. And no 
doubt the idea of absence might be so expressed very 
well ; but it happens to be signified by the preposition 
from and the verb to be. Thus absum nrbe is, literally^ 
/ am from town. 

By thus tracing words to their primary source, ^ 
account for those equal as to form having sometimes veiy 
different meanings. Thus by, when implying proximityi 
cannot, as a vowel may come between 6 and y, differ 
from boy. But as the idea boy was, as we have seen, 
named after father, and as father, as we have also se^/ 
means a maker, and that such too is the meaning of 
handy we cannot be at a loss to know why by and % are 
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qual to each other in form though so different in 
neaning; for if hoy can, because called after father y 
that is, maker y be traced to the idea hand^ even so can hy 
be traced to the same source ; for if I say, " My friend 
stood hy,* it is as if I were to say, " My friend stood 
tiresent;" that is, stood at Aand. 

The elder form of boy^ that is, boi, suggests another 
Btymology. When the and I of this word coalesce, 
producing U, boi becomes ba, in which we see the ba of 
both bc^ and babe; so that each of these words seems to 
!>e a duninutive of boy, and to have first been boi-y or 
^o^-ee, when it must have meant a very little child of 
Jither sex. There are many words of which the sense is 
essened by the addition of y. Thus watery is less than 
^ater, just as milky is less than milk. But, judging by 
he sound, we should say that y, when signifying a 
liminutive, must have first been ee, which, as it re- 
presents the sound given to I in at least many languages, 
fid as this letter means o/ie, and is consequently the 
8ast of numbers, it would seem for this reason, as well 
8 for its very slender sound,, to have been adopted for 
liQ purpose of signifying a diminutive. Hence it is that 
1 French an iota (which is the name of the Greek I) 
leans the least conceivable portion of any thing. 

According to this etymology of baby, it must have first 
Ben boi-ee; its ee being for ^, and 1 for one (I), the least 
^numbers. But how are we to account for the second 
of baby ? By aspirating the ee, and by then changing 
le aspirate for any one of its substitutes that will make 
use of ee. Thus when we write bafee for ba-hee, we 
Jt no sense ; nor do we when we change /for "0; but 
hen, instead of V we try W, we get a very significant 
M?d, namely, wee. Hence, a wee boy means in English 

Bb 2 
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a very little hoy. And when we now make W take it» 
form of B, as we do when instead of the name Will we 
use Bill^ we shall have bee instead of wee, and conse- 
quently bailee instead of ba-ee. This etymology « 
confirmed by the German hube, which is evidently the 
same word^ though meaning a boy and not a hciit or 
a bahy, 

Bebem French is still the same word; and in order to 
conceive how this can be, it will be only necessary to bear 
in mind what has been shown above ; namely, that hoi^B 
equal to poi, and poi to the pu of the Latin puer j for as i 
is equal to 0, and as has I understood, there can be no 
difference between the ba of baby and the first beoi^ 
French bebe. But how are we to account for the second 
be of bebe? By recollecting what has been also shown 
above; namely, that it must have come from a word 
meaning one, and from one being the least of numberS) 
that bi must have been made to serve as a diminutive. 
Hence, the German wenig, which is significant of 
littleness, becomes, when its W (here, as above, a sub- 
stitute for the aspirate) is dropped, enig, of which the 
root en is for ein, and ein is the German of w^» 
English philologists derive wee from wenig, and these 
words are, it is true, radically the same; but we art 
not told what their primary signification may be : there 
is no hint given that in the beginning either word stood 
for one, 

M. Littr^ derives the Greek iota from the Phoenidaa 
iod, which is also for I ; but this iod is to be found both 
in French and English. Thus when we drop the % of 
iod we get od, now written odd, and an odd person is t 
singular person ; that is, he is one person out of many* 
80 that unity is still implied. And as the iod heie 
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lentioned is the iot of iotay we thus see that od is the 
ime as ot, and that this form of iod or of iot must 
lean also one^ and consequently signify littleness, 
lence^ ballot is the diminutive of hall. But this endmg 
o{) takes in English the form etj its having been 
hanged for 6; witness river and rivulet^ labour and 
aiouret, flower and flotberety with many others. This 
mding is also very common in French ; witness histoire 
md histoirette^fille ^vAfillettey soufflet and souffiette, &c. 
Now as the idea one m&j be signified in several ways, it 
follows that the English et and the French ette might 
lave been represented differently; witness only eaglet in 
English being eaglon in French, and tabouret being also 
imborine : the ine of the latter being for one, or for a 
form of equal value, such as the German ein, or un or 
t«^ in French. And when any of those endings serve 
to signify the feminine gender, the meaning of diminu* 
tiYeness is still implied, the female of all animals having 
Veen ever considered less than the male. 

In Saxon the words for son zxA daughter call f6r a 
'few more observations. In this language the verb magan 
means to be able ; that is, to have power y to have might, 
•And as its radical part mag is also the radical part of the 
lAtin magnuSj we see that the latter idea — ^that of 
SfMtness — has been also expressed by a word meaning 
fotoer or might. But these two inflections of magan, 
luunely, mag and miht, bear no resemblance, I may be 
%M, to sunu, which is the Saxon of son. But let me 
^(msult Bosworth, and see if I can find any forms 
resembling mac or m^. I do. Witness maga (of which 
tihe radical part is mag), having for two of its meanings 
iurn and powerful; that is, son and mighty. Two other 
names for son in this language is . maeg and maega, 
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wtiich is radically the same as mac in Irish and Gaelic* 
And that the sun was with this people revered as God, 
is suflSciently proved by our Sunday^ to which we now 
assign the meaning of the Lord's day. 

Let us now see if any of those words meaning a m 
may also mean a daughter. The first I find is fM^t^ 
which is explained a kinswoman, a daughter. Nor caa 
this m(fge differ from mag, which is the present tense 
of might t as we have seen; so that, as the ma^ rf 
magan means both 9<m and powerfuly or mighty, even 
so does the word for daughter. Another word for 
daughter is magth (that is, the mag), and of which the 
three first meanings given by Bosworth are these: ''» 
maid, virgin, daughter/' And another of its meanings 
is power; that is, might. 

And what do I now perceive in this word power, so 
often given with words for son and daughter? It is 
nothing but another form of the old Greek word jpwf,> 
son. But why should this be ? Because a son bfls, 
from having been called after his father (a makerji 
obtained a name equal to one of the titles of the sun, 
which is also that of artifi^jer or maker^. And this 
circumstance of the same words meaning not only ^ 
and daughter but power, also were sn£Scient to prove 
their identity ; I mean the identity in meaning of «^ 
and daughter. 

But as both son and daughter have each the meaning 
of maker, from having been called afber their pareniSi 
and as the idea of making is to be traced to the hssAt 
and from the hand to the sun, whence this idea named 
maker first came, it follows that what we cailfo^ 
should be also a word for the hand, as well as for 40« sb^ 

^ See Anacalypds, p. 687. 
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daughter y and consequently for the supposed maker of all 
nature — the ^un. And the word power has these diflTerent 
meanings^ as I am now going to show ; and by doing so, 
I shall be obliged to make two or three rather important 
etymologies, and such as no philologist has hitherto 
suspected. As the of power has % (as usual) under- 
stood, and as and % make 65, it follows that Wsi^pow of 
power is equal to paw, and a paw is a hand, the hand of 
the leg, conventionally the foot of a beast, and its hand 
also. We are therefore to regard the VO of paw as ^, 
and this accounts for the French {orm patte, ancientlj'' 
written pale. As pat, radical part of pate or patte, is 
equal to pot, the I of the Q being dropped, we thus obtain 
the pot oipotentia, and so discover that th^pow oi power 
and the pot of potentia make but one word. And that 
the t of these forms might as well be a is shown by 
potere, the Italian of power, being also podere. It is 
even shown by the French JO(?w^?o^V being also puissance, 
that both t and a might be replaced by S, and which is 
further confirmed by the liSLtin posse, to have power, to 
he able, 

. In the Saxon oi foot, that is, fot, we have, from the 
equality of J9 and jr, still the same word. And o^paw or 
patte is in Flemish jooo^, this, for the same reason, cannot 
differ from/bo^. Now, from the foot being, I say, the 
hand of the leg, it is consequently but another word for 
hand, and it may, for this reason, be significant of 
might or power. Hence, the pod of podos, genitive of 
poiis, Greek of foot, is the pod of the Italian podere, 
power. Nor can thisjo(?«* differ {rom pais {Trai^), which 
in Greek means both a son and a daughter. And when 
Tve compare the genitives of the two words (witness 
podos Buipaidos), the resemblance becomes more apparent. 
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And as anciently the T was changed for % at the end of 
Greek words, pau (^of?), a 9on or daughter , may k 
regarded as equal to poir (irwip), which has in 
language the same meaning. Nor let us forget 
poir {irdlp) is the same as power, for this will serve to 
show that pais {iraZsi) cannot diflPer from the puis d 
puissance, which has also in French the meaning oi power, 

I need scarcely observe that in the joo^ of potentia and 
the pat otpatte {paw) we have the pat of pater y and the 
fath oi father; because all this is, according to our 
principles, self-evident, as every one must perceive*. 

There is another word for daughter in Saxon besides 
those we have seen. I am surprised that M. Max 
Miiller did not class it with those which are identicaDy 
the same afi duhitar in Sanskrit. This Saxon word for 
daughterHs dohtor, which, as a is equal to ^, and h to ckj 
cannot differ from the German techtor. Now, as daughter 
in English is but a different form of all those to which 
I refer, let us see if it can be shown to have the meaning 
of power, like its other Saxon representatives. In its 
radical part daught we need only change its CJL for 0, and 
we get dought ; and this is the radical part of dougVjt 
which, when in use, mosxit powerfu^l, as every one knows. 
And this is confirmed by the Saxon of doughty, that is, 
dohtig, of which the radical part doh is also the radicd 
part of dohtor; that is, as A is equal to ch, docitor. 
But this, I shall be told, is the same as doctor, and 



^ As the pai of pcUer means, when a verb, to strike gently* vA tf 
the hand or the fingers are for so doing employed, this affords addi* 
tional proof that such a word is traceable to the source to which we 
have shown it to belong. If we read pai from right to left, the mean- 
ing will be still the same— that of striking gently with the hand or tbd 
fingers. 
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the primitiye meaning of such a word is the learned or 
m%e one ; whence doctus, in Latin. And so it ought to 
be, for all these woids are at last traceable to a title of 
the snn^ and this object^ from being thought to have been 
tiie author of all things^ was called the wise one^ and 
which is the meanings according to the learned, assigned 
to the name of Buddha ; who was^ it is now allowed^ once 
worshipped bs the sun. But how is such a word as the 
dougkt of doughty to be traced to a word meaning the 
hand? By remarking that its ou cannot differ from oi, 
and that dought is consequently equal to doigit, in which 
it is not difficult to perceive doigt (French of finger), and 
the digit of its Latin form digitus. And a finger has 
been called after the hand, and both words have for this 
reason been used indifferently. 

But how does it happen, I may be asked, that the sun, 
which is the same in both Saxon and English, and 
nowise different from son, as is shown by its form in 
other languages, is so very unlike the word Aand ? In 
order to discover the cause, we should remember that its 
very earliest form was 0, and then oi ; and that from 
having received the nasal sound, it became both on and 
OMj and each of these has been a well-known name of the 
sun, as shown farther back. Now how did on become 
son ? By its having first taken the aspirate A, and then 
by this aspirate having been replaced by 5, which, as 
already shown, has often happened. But before the 
aspirate was changed for S, on must have been Hon^ 
which is the radical part of the Saxon Aond^ written also 
Aandj as in English. Hence, as son has grown out of 
hon^ it follows that the latter is the elder of the 
two. 

Let us now confirm this account of the origin of son, 
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by noticing 9oL This word must have first been ol, and 
then hoi, and then, by the aspirate becoming 8, soL 
This ol is also equal to both al and el, which were, as 
Parkhurst testifies, names not only of thq true God, but 
also of the sun ; and when such a form as el took the 
aspirate it became iel, which is the radical part of Mm, 
Greek of sun; and when the aspirate of hel was changed 
for S, hel became sel, which is the radical part of seUUi 
Greek of moon; so that hilios and sclent are, we may 
say, the same word, since they do not difier froni each 
other but by their endings. Hence we may suppose, with 
tolerable safety, that seUne has been named after 
Aelios. 

But the aspirate has been also often replaced by 0, so 
that Al or M has become Bal or Bel, and even Bol, 
which are well-known names of the sun. Now, when 
on was Aon, as shown above, it became bon, on its 
aspirate being replaced by 6, and this idea was cafled 
after God, and God also was a name of the sun, as we 
have seen. 



CHAPTER XLVII. 

ETYMOLOGY OP BEOTHBR AND SISTER, ETC. 

Having said so much about father and mother, son and 
daughter, may I not attempt the explanation of brother 
^nd sister? In Sanskrit the words for hrother and *i*^ 



Origin of Language and Myths. 379 

aife, according to M. Max Miiller, bhrdtar and svasar. And 
of these two words he says, ^^ The original meaning of 
bhrdtar seems to me to have been he who carries ot 
assists ; of svasar, she who pleases or consoles — svasti 
meaning in Sanskrit, /(^y or happiness^ !^ 

When endeavouring to discover the original of a word, 
we should begin by looking out for its earliest formy 
which, unless it be a word composed of several others, 
is generally its root; and this, when found, should be 
considered as having the meaning of the whole word. 
If we take hhrat as the radical part of bhrdtar , we see 
at a glance that it means boy or son. And is not a 
brother a son ? And if this be granted, it follows that 
it must have the same meaning as the one given to 
father, after which son has been called, as we have 
shown. But according to M. Max Miiller, it may signify 
one who carries or assists. And if it has the meaning 
of son, it may also mean carrying or assisting, for these 
ideas are traceable to the hand, and the hand is not only 
a maker — ^whence the meaning of hoih father and son — 
but it is also that which carries or assists, as well as that 
which takes and gives, not to mention a great many other 
different meanings, as we have seen. Hence if we find 
two words in a language very like each other in form^ 
we are not to suppose that either of them was derived 
from the other. When we come to such a conclusion, 
the agreement in sense between every two such words 
must be very close. It seems more reasonable to sup- 
pose that a brother (who is really a son) should be called 
■a son, than one who carries or assists. We have taken 
the bhrat of bhrdtar as its radical part, and as meaning 
as much as the whole word ; and that this was no mis- 
• ** Chips from a German Workshop," "vq\. \i. ^. ^^. 
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take is shown by the Slavonic language^ in which brothr 
or bhrdtar is, without an additional suffix, expressed 
by this word brat itself; that is, according to M. Max 
Miiller, who shows that it is so written in some seven 
or eight different languages. 

Parkhurst, in his Hebrew Lexicon, suggests that a 
9<m {par) may be the old English word hern or ham (also 
a son), and that such too may be the word brat; the very 
word which means a hrother in the Slavonic language, 
and is radically the same in some seven or eight other 
languages. 

But if hrother or hhrdtar means a son, it follows— 
since a son was called after his father, and since the 
earliest form we have of the latter was fa, or, which is 
the same thing, joa — that the earliest form of brother or 
hhrdtar must be also equal to^ ot jpa, and this would 
reduce the word bor, bhrdtar, or brother, to ha, which is 
equal to joa or fa. But this reduction may bq made still 
less, and for this reason : I perceive that words b^in- 
ning with h,f, V,p, 17b, or S, are generally indebted for 
these signs to the aspirate h, which, when it does not 
itself remain, is generally replaced by one of them. 
Now supposing that the b of the reduced form of brother 
or bhrdtar — that is ba — ^is only a representative of h; it 
follows that ba must have once been ha, and have then 
meant as much as the entire word, brother or hhrdtar, 
does at present. And this analysis is so likely to be cor- 
rect, that ha (but read from right to left) is the Hebrew 
of hrother. I do not mean to say that our word brother, 
or any other of its seven or eight different forms, is de* 
rived from the Hebrew ha or ah; but what I do meaa 
is this, that, notwithstanding their difference in form, 
they are radically the same. 
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M. Benan alludes somewhere in his work on the 
Origin of Language (but I cannot now find the place), to 
the wide difference in form between the Hebrew of brother 
{ah) and I think bhrat or fraL But he does not attempt 
to account for the origin of .either word. And this 
accords with his system of language, if that which is 
no system may be so called. 

As to the ending of the word brother, or any of its 
other forms, it is to be accounted for just as we have 
accoimted for the ending of the Greek thugater; that is, 
we are to consider it as a compound pronominal article 
fallen behind its noun. 

Let us now endeavour to trace svaaar (Sanskrit of 
sister) to its original meaning. M. Max Miiller sup- 
poses it to mean " she who pleases or consoles — svasti 
meaning, in Sanskrit, ^oy or happiness" Neither the S 
nor the V of svasar should be regarded as belonging to 
the root of this word. It must have first been asar, 
when the ^ was obtained from the CL by which it is 
followed having been aspirated, and the aspirate having 
been replaced by the V, as it often is. The V in Sans- 
krit is, it would seem, the same as W; and hence it is 
that, like this sign, it is here preceded by 5, there being 
a euphonic tendency to sound S before W. In the svas 
of svaswty Sanskrit of sister, and the sweos of its Saxon 
form sweostQT, and the schwes of the German schwes^^v, 
we have — ^but slightly different in form — the same radi- 
cal part of each of the three words ; and such too is the 
sor of soror in Latin, the French word somr, and to which 
we may add the sis of *^*ter, not to mention the sor of 
^(wella, or sur of *wora in Italian. Here every word for 
sister, with the exception of the French sosur, has a 
pronominal article fallen behind it, the precise meaning 
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of which is shown by the ella of the Ital^ 
from which none of the other endings en 
meaning though they do in form ; and every 
the meaning of ella. When we do, there I ■ 
these endings, and also the prefixes (all of 
grown out of the aspirate), we shall hir 
remains, the root of each word. Thus in 
gvfl^ar, we shall have as; in the Saxon s\\ 
in the German schw^^ter; or in the Lal = 
in the French ^ORur ; is in sifter, and or v- 
Italian se^rella and s^^^ra. 

When we now recollect that every vow 
tion of vowels, preceding a consonant, cr- 
and that all the roots of a language 
letters, equal to one another, and that tl 
in meaning between them is but conveiT 
that the Hebrew word ahy which is a 
brother y cannot difier from any of the i'- 
meaning sister. According to Parkhp 
means, when written aht or ahut, a * 
we may infer that the t or ut with w'l 
indicating the sex. This authority 
mistake when he makes the two wo^ 
sister have the same root '. 

Let us now see how sister is expv 
is by mage ; and this word is equal t 
this language one of the words ' 
already shown ; so that the literal 
sister y is b, female son ; in other wt) 
what is the Saxon of brother? Ii 
brethery according to Bosworthj &- 
brOf bru, or bre, is also the sanu^as 

f 
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is^ Bon ; and also the same as bern and darn in Old Eng-^ 
lish, as well as brat, which is brother in Slavonic. And 
here be it observed that as the Hebrew bar (a son) can- 
not differ from the Hebrew bra to malce or create, neither 
can the mag of maga, a son, nor the mag of mage, a sister, 
differ from the mac of macian, to ma&e or create, in Saxon, 
Another word in this language, which is precisely equal 
to those meaning son and sister is mage, and this word 
means daughter. McRgth is another form of it, differing 
only by the article {th or the at the end), and the three 
first meanings given of it by Bosworth are these: ^^A 
maid, 'virgin, daughter/^ 

But the ideas brother and sister are not signified in all 
languages alike. In Greek the words for brother and 
sister are aZek(f)o<; and aSeXcjyr}, and their literal meaning 
is, same womb, a being a construction of dfia {same), and 
delphos being for delphus, womb. In Gaelic I find a word 
for brother, which serves to pro^e that the primary sig- 
nification of this idea is, as I have shown, that of son. 
The word is macsamhuil, which has the literal meaning 
of son-likeness, mac being for son and samhuilior likeness. 
In mac, which is the Irish of son, it is easy to perceive 
the root of the Saxon macnsji, to make, as it is also of the 
German machem^ We still see in this mac the root of 
the name of the Deity, referred to thus by Bryant: 
'^ Macrai was a contraction for Macar-Ai, or the place 
of Macar, a title of the Deity '/^ 

Is it not now easier to conceive that men must, while 
language was yet in its infancy, have named brother and 
sister after son and daughter than after the fanciful 
ideas suggested by M. Max Miiller, according to whom 
the word brother is supposed to mean ^^ one who carries 

^ Analysis of Ancient Mythology, i. 67. 
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or assists, ^^ and the word sister to be for "she who 
pieases or consoles/^ 

I learn from M. Max Muller tliat ma in Sanskiit 
means to fashion or nuike. This I knew before, but not 
from an acquaintance with Sanskrit, of which I happen 
to be wholly ignorant; but from my own principles, which 
must in time to come serve the philologist more than a 
knowledge of fifty languages. But how could I learn, 
the reader may ask, by the use of my discovery or its 
principles, that such a word as ma means, when primarily 
considered, to m^ke ? I learned it in the same way as 
I learned the primary signification oi pater, to which the 
reader may refer, if my etymology of the word be already 
forgotten. It is also easy to perceive that in paier and 
mater we have the same word, the diflference between 
them in sex being only conventional; and which M. 
Max Miiller confirms when he admits that the Sanskrit 
of mother is sometimes masculine. 

It is further easy to perceive that as the tt of i*w is 
entitled to the nasal sound, this word cannot differ from 
the man of manus, nor from the ma of mare in Greek, 
which is also as well as cheir, a word for the hand. 

But I shall be here most likely reminded that the 
English word mare, the female of the horse and now 
meaning mother, is the Latin of sea; but this can be very 
easily accounted for. We have shown the sea to have 
been called after water, and water after life, and life after 
its supposed creat4)r or maker, the sun. Hence finom a 
word for the ^fa being thus traced up to the son it is eqoal 
to a word for maker. We should further observe, that 
as the Sanskrit %0 is often represented in Latin by l?l, wuri 
being mare, there can be no difference between wuAer 
and water, though a mother was not called after wate.. 
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Now as a son has been named after his father, how 
es it happen that baVy Hebrew of soriy has an T in it, 
d that ah {father) has none ? We should observe that 
e 6 of bar does here but represent the aspirate A, which, 
)m its not being a radical part of this word, should be 
Fb out, so that ar alone remains ; and as ar is, like ab, 
root, we should regard it as but a different form of ab, 
id as having, in all probability, often served as a name 
T father. The par of j)ario and parens^ and which is 
ual to bar, confirms this opinion, its root being also ar, 
id its p being a representative of the aspirate h. And 

bra and pra we have still the same word. While now 
taring in mind that father and sou have had the same 
ime, because the son was called after his father, and 
at the father was like the sun, called a maker; we can 
sily account for the following from Higgins : " Pra 

the Baly or Bali, the sacred language of Judia or 
iiaa, the capital of the kingdom of Sion, signifies the 
n and the great living God^; that is, the creator 
former^ giver of forms. From this has come Pra 
-pati, or the Lord of mankind, which means father, 
, creator \ This Pra is evidently the Hebrew word Kn3 
a, to create or form, of the first verse of Genesis. It is 
Qgular that Parkhurst gives the verb Kll bra to create, 
it no noun for Creator. But though it may be lost 
)w, it cannot be doubted that the verb must have had 
5 correspondent noun. I have before observed that 
is word PE or br is said by Whiter always to mean 
reator ^.'^ But here, with respect to bra, Higgins mis- 
kes j the noun for K"il bra is not lost ; it is the same as 
O bar, Hebrew of son, of which the CL has fallen behind 

• La Loub^re, pp. 6, 7. * Asiat. Res., vol. viii. p. 255. 

' Ana., vol. i. p. 431. 
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its V; and we are assured that it was by His Son or the 
Word that God made the world. 

We have thus discovered an important type ; and it 
becomes more evident when we observe that 'IND lat^ 
which means the aoriy is the radical part of "in dhr^ that 
is, debar y which means the JFord^. Hence, in very 
remote times the heathen was told, through language, that 
the Son was the Word, and that he was also the Creator, 
And as the u in Hebrew is, as well as in Greek and 
other languages, often changed for ITbj it follows that the 
bar of debar cannot, when read from right to left, differ 
from ram, and this is confirmed by *10K amr, in which 
we have the same three letters, and it means not only a 
word, but a lamb also*. Hence it is thab the Son is 
frequently called the Lamb of God, Agnu% Dei. In "IDI^ 
amr it is also easy to perceive, when we read as above, 
p^/Att, the Greek of word, for this form becomes, when 
its e is dropped, rhma. In debar when its non-radical 
part, that is, de, falls behind, bar, it is equally easy 
to discover our bard ; and as 6 is a common form of 
W, bard is the same as ward, that is, word. But 
though a bard is one who deals in words, we are not to 
suppose that his name is to be thence derived. As if«j 
to create, is the same as bar, which is the radical part of 
bard, we are obliged to admit that the name of the 
person so called does not differ in m^ing from that of 
poet, of which the Greek form TroirfTi]^ signifies a maief) 
a creator, an author, &c. We have also this meaning io 
mar, which from the identity of Ith and h (compare H'TO 
mria,fat, with Km bria, which has the same meaning*) 
cannot differ from bar, the son ; and the ma of «w^ 

' Parkhurst, Lex., p. 104. * Ibid., p. 22. 

* Saunders, Heb. Lex., p. 52. 
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signifies in Sanskrit to make or createy and is allowed to 
be the root in this language of the word meaning mother. 
Hence, the same term may signify father y son, and 
mother. This can be easily accounted for when we 
observe that father and mother have the same meaning, 
that of maker, and that the son has been called after his 
parents. This can be still more easily conceived by 
comparing such words as creator and creature^ which are 
clearly one and the same word, the slight difierence 
between them in form being only for the sake of dis- 
tinction% And it ought to be so, since the creature was 
made by the Creator. 

But if the sun was the creator, his name in English, 
Gothic, Saxon, German, Danish, and many other 
languages over the world, which are all radically the 
same word, bears, I may be told, no resemblance in 
form to either hary hray or creator. But it should be 
remembered that all roots, however they may difier in 
appearance, are, like the letters of an alphabet, equal to 
one another. Hence there is no difierence, except con- 
ventionally, between the un and on (which are the roots 
of the word for sun in the languages just mentioned), 
and any other root, such as aby ac, ady &c. The cause of 
so many names of the sun ending with Ifly or, which 
amounts to the same, with Ttl, arises from the tendency 
with many people to give the nasal sound to vowels. 
Hence, the first name of the sun, that is, O, became on, 
Tilly ariy amy om, umy &c. Thus, according to Bryant, 
*^ BOfiy san, and zan have the same signification,^^ and 
are names of the sun. As to the S and Z of these 
words they do but replace the aspirate, so that on and an 
are the roots, and nowise different from the un of sun. 
Another well-known name of the sun was aun; and 

oc 2 
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which is thus confirmed by the following : '^ On or iwr- 
was the Egyptian title of the sun, whence the city of 0; 
was expressed by the Greeks Heliojaolis^ J' How thes^ 
names of the sun may vary while being still radicalljr 
the same as on or un, we see by their being 2^ 
written ^^ Ain and Aven\" 

Another very difierent form of these names, in which. 
we see the nasal sound preserved, is Ham; that is, arti 
with the aspirate. ^^ Ham was,^' says Bryant, ^' esteemed 
the Zeus of Greece, and Jupiter of Latium. From 
Egypt his name and worship were brought into Greece, 
as indeed were the names of almost all the deities 
there worshipped. He being the Apollo of the East, 
was worshipped as the sun, and was also called Sham 
and Shem.^^ Here the am and em of Sham and Shem, 
are the roots of these words, and the ah by which they 
are preceded does but represent the aspirate h. Hence, 
such persons as did not aspirate the initial vowel of 
each of these words must have used am and em as names 
of the sun. The sun is signified in Hebrew, not only 
by Al or El (which was also the name of the true God), 
but by tt;ott» sms also ; we thus see that this Hebrew 
name is the Sham and Shem made here to represent the 
word Ham. Bryant, referring again to Ham, continues 
thus : '^ His posterity esteemed themselves of the sokr 
race. The chief oracle in the first ages was that of Ham, 
who was worshipped as the sun, and styled El and Or ; 
hence these oracles are in consequence called Amphi) 
Omphi, Alphi, Elphi, Orphi, Urphi.^' Here the first 

syllable of each of these words represents the name 

» 

' Anacalypis, vol. i. p. 110. 

^ See Hoi well's Extract from Bryaut*s Analysis of Ancient Mythology* 

p. 17S, 
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^m; yet how widely they differ in form from this 
^e Ham ! As to the second syllable, phiy it is the ^ 

</>7;/Ltt, which signifies a saying or an oracle ; so that 
^ literal meaning of Omphi, and its other forms, is the 
acle of Ham. 

Heferring once more to Ham, Bryant says, ^^ He was 
e Hermes of the Egyptians, and his oracle was called 
Xiphi, and when particularly spoken of as the oracle, it 
ts expressed POmphi, and P^Ompi. The worship of 
a.m or the sun, as it was the most ancient, so it was 
e most universal of any in the world. It was at first 
e prevailing religion of Greece, and was propagated 
er all the sea coast of Europe ,• from whence it ex- 
aded itself into the inland provinces. It was established 

Gaul and Britain ; and was the original religion of 
i-s island, which the Druids in after times adopted, 
lat it went high in the north is evident from Ausonius, 
lo takes notice of its existing in his time®. Ham 
i« also the same as Petor and Osiris ^.^^ 
"We have just seen that two of the roots representing 
im as the sun, are or and el; of which the first 
Unot differ from oir, nor oir from ar {oi making Q) ; 
d when we now give to ar the aspirate A, it will 
icome Aar, whence bar, because 6 represents the aspirate, 
iid that the T of bar is here equal to H, we can have no 
^ubt when we observe that bar, Hebrew of son, is also 
*ritten ben, as every one knows. And the en of ben 
annot differ from an, on, un, and all such forms, which 
^ere once so many names of the sun. Nor can bar 
iiffer from car any more than bear can, when radically 
onsidered, differ from carry, or the French verb charier, 

8 Ode 4—10. • Holwell, p. 209. 
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And as hat becomes Ira (Hebrew of to create) so is 
car equal to cra^ which is the same as the crea of 
creator. 

It is worthy of remark that the har just noticed as 
equal to har, the soriy is, saving the aspirate, the root of 
haris ; and referring to this word, Higgins says, ^^Serei 
signifies the sun, but in Arabic the meaning of the 
radical word is to preserve, and haris is said to mean 
guardian, preserver. Hara-Hara is a name of Maha- 
Deva, which is Great God, Heri means saviour. When 
people are in great distress they call on Maha-Deva by 
the name of Hara-Hara \^' 

I had occasion farther back to show that one of the 
many titles of the sun was the Saviour. Farther on, 
referring again to Haris, Higgins says, ^^ Kreshen is one 
of the thousand names of God in the Hindostanee dialect 
Creas, Creama, Cheres, Creeshna, Cur, Cores, and Kvpo^ 
all mean the sun.^^ Drummond says : " tt^nn hrs may be 
sounded choras, chros, chrus. This word signifies faheti 
artifex, machinator.^^ And, according to Volney, ^'Artificer 
was an epithet belonging to the sun^/^ 

All these names are very suggestive. Every intelli- 
gent reader must now perceive at a glance that the Ear 
oi Haris cannot differ from bar, the son; and that Ear 
means the sun, and also saviour, and so was the sun, as 
learned men admit, known to the ancients by the title of 
saviour. It is also very easy to perceive in such a form of 
Haris as Chrus, the Chris of Christos, and even crux. And 
Christ, the Saviour, suffered on the cross. According to 
Bochart, ^^ The Chaldean name of the sun is ]inn M 
Chris, hinc et Persis sol dicitur Kvpo^, teste Plutarcho V 

All this is, I say, very suggestive, and must be ex- 

' AnacalypsiB, vol. i. p. S\S. * l\ivi.,\ol. i, p. 587. • D»i 
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"fcremely gratifying to him whose faith in the doctrine of 
"types is wavering and wants additional proof. In one of 
the names just given, we have seen also that of the Indian 
god Kreshen *, who, from his having been born of a virgin 
«nd crucified for the salvation of a sinfiil world, must be 
^ceived as another very startling tjrpe, and the more so 
as he is allowed by the learned to have long preceded the 
Christian era. 

But neither this Indian god, nor Mercury, nor Bac- 
chus, nor Buddha, nor Hercules, though they are all 
allowed by many good Christians to be genuine types 
of their Saviour, can surpass, in this respect, the types 
fio often here afforded by a knowledge of the origin of 
language. The India God Creeshna or Christna is, it 
must be allowed, a very close type, even as to his name. 
And that Buddha is not to be despised as such, the fol- 
lowing may serve to show : — 

" Jayadeva describes Buddha as bathing in blood or 
sacrificing his life, to wash away the offences of mankind, 
and thereby to make them partakers of the kingdom of 
heaven. On this the author of the Cambridge key* 
says, ' Can a Christian doubt that this Buddha was the 
type of the Saviour of the world ® V " 

And that the adherents of this doctrine are firm in 
tiieir belief, and that they cannot conceive why others 
should not be equally so, the two passages which I am 
now going to transcribe from that most zealous and ortho- 
dox Christian, Dr. Parkhurst, will, I have no doubt, fully 
confirm. Hercules is now the type, who, Jbhough he is 
said to have been the son of Jupiter, if he flourished in 
our degenerate days, would, from his rather equivocal 

* It is spelt also Christna and Creeshna. See Anac.> vol. i. p. 585. 
» Vol. L p. 118. • Anacalypsifl, vol. i. p. 309. 
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conduct on some occasions, receive no higher praise than 
such as we are now accustomed to allow to a brigand 
chief. But Parkhurst first refers to him thus : " Her- 
cules, by whom, as we learn from the Orphic hymn, was 
anciently meant the sun, or rather the solar light, was 
commonly represented in a human form, clothed with a 
lion's skin ; the human form, as usual, intimating the 
expected Saviour/' •As a high authority favourable to 
his opinion, Parkhurst refers the reader, in a note, to 
Spearman's Letters on the Septuagint, p. 88. His second 
notice of Hercules is as follows : " It is well known that 
by Hercules in the physical mythology of the heathen 
was meant the sun or solar light, and his twelve famous 
labours have been referred to the sun's passing through 
the twelve zodiacal signs ; and this perhaps not without 
some foundation. But the labours of Hercules seem to 
have had a still higher view, and to have been originally 
designed as emblematic memorials of what the real Son 
of God y and Saviour of the World was to do and suiferfor 
our sakes : Noa-cjv OeX/crijpui irdvra KOfMi^ayvi, Bringii^ 
a cure for all our ills ; as the Orphic hymn speaks 
of Hercules. But on this subject see more in Mr. Spear- 
man's excellent Letters on the LXX., p. 88. To what 
that learned writer has observed I beg to add a curious 
passage from Mr. Spence's Polymetis '. Besides Hercules 
strangling the two serpents sent to destroy him in his 
cradle, ' What,' says he, ^ is more extraordinary than this, 
is that there are exploits supposed to have been performed 
by him, eveu before Alcmena brought him into the world! 
To which he [Spence] adds in a note, ' This is perhaps 
one of the most mysterious points in all the mythology of 
the ancients. Though Hercules was bom not long before 

7 Dial, ix, p. 116. 
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the Trojan war, they make him assist the gods in eon- 
q^aering the rebel giants ^ \ and some of them talk of an 
oracle or tradition in heaven that the gods could never 
conquer them without the assistance of a Man '/ ^^ Thus 
Mr. Spence. Parkhurst continues thus : " And can any 
man seriously believe that so excellent a scholar as he 
was could not easily have accounted for what he repre- 
sents as beiQg so very mysterious ? Will not 1 Pet. i. 
20, compared with Hag. ii. 7, clear the whole difficulty ; 
only recollecting that Hercules might be the name of 
several Tuere men, as well as a title of the future Saviour ? 
And did not the trutA here glare so strongly in our 
author's eyes, that he was afraid to trust his reader with 
it in the text, and so put it into a note for fear it should 
spoil his jests at page 125 ? '^ 

I regret not to have Spence's work by me, that I might 
see at page 125 what these jests were, but it is evident 
that Parkhurst did not approve of them, and he further 
confirms his belief that Hercules was a genuine type of 
his Saviour by referring, as he does, in support of his 
opinion, to passages in Scripture itself \ 

That many very learned, pious, and sound ortjiodox 
Christians do therefore believe in the doctrine of types 
cannot be any longer doubted. And when these symbols 
are conveyed through language, as they seem to be, why 
should they not be received with as much confidence as 
when they are indicated through the Life and Adventures 
of a Hercules, or any other heathen divinity ? 

Another very startling type suggested by language 
now occurs to me. I have already told the reader more 

8 VirgU, ^n., viii. lin. 298. 

' Apollodorus, Bibl., lib. i., and Macrobius, Lat., lib. i. cap. 20. 

^ See his Lexicon, p. 302 and 469. 
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than once that in the beginning the son was called after 
the father ; whence it happened that the same word sig- 
nified both the parent and the child. But it does not 
occur to me that I have given so striking and important 
an instance of it as the one to which I now beg to draw 
the reader's most serious attention. I learn from M. Max 
Miiller's *^ Chips from sc (rerman Workshop ^/' that in 
Sanskrit su means to hegety and that sunu is in the same 
language the word for son. By this we see since the U 
of 9u, to heget, is entitled to the nasal sound, that this 
word cannot diflfer from sun, which is the radical part of 
9unu (a son), so that the same word means the begetter 
and the begotten^ the latter having been called jtfter the 
former, which accounts for both ideas having the same 
name. Let us now observe that a begetter is a father, 
and that the primary signification of father is, as we have 
seen, a maker, which was a name of the sun, as it is still 
of our Creator, of whom the sun was a type. But the 
root of every such word as sun and son is ten and on, and 
this root means one, just as sol (whence solus) does. The 
creator has been thus typified by language ; that is to 
say, a simple word has told the whole world that there 
is but one God, and that iSE has one Son. How was it 
to be known in the beginning that there is only one 
God, and this too at a time when there was no divine 
revelation communicated to the heathen ? It was, how- 
ever, then well known, not to the multitude, it is true, 
but to all the great minds to whose superior wisdom the 
rest of mankind has been ever since so largely indebted. 
Hence Higgins justly observes, '^ Socrates, Pythagoras, 
Plato, Zoroaster or Zeradust, &c., acknowledged Of^ 
supreme God, the Lord and First Cause of all */^ 

* Vol. ii. p. 30. * Anacolypsis, vol. L p. 43. 



Origin of Language and Myths. 395 

But how could they have acquired this knowledge if 
lot through language ? The sun was their t3rpe. And 
t was also the sun first told the whole world that the 
Creator had an only Son, this being clearly typified by 
bhe meaning of the word mn itself in all languages, 
(vhich must have been that of both one and son. But 
ages after the creation of language, and when men began 
bo express themselves poetically, they may have given 
other names, and consequently other meanings to the 
aame of the sun ; but it could not have been so in the 
beginning when our glorious orb was signified by a single 
sign (the O), and then by whatever consonant sound 
happened at a later period to follow and join with this its 
earliest name. There are several names in Hebrew for 
the sun, of which one is, it would seem, mr. Thus 
Higgins says, ^^ The word for the sun is in Hebrew suTy 
mChaldeeIfer\'' 

When the sun obtained this name, it must have been 
signified by ur^ but previously by O, then by oiy whence 
Uy and then ur; when from the U oiur having been aspi- 
rated, and from the aspirate having been replaced by 5, 
9V/r was obtained. But when the U of mr received its 
consonant sound, and this word became %VTy and when 
«t7r with vowels suppUed took the form of savar^ that is, 
mver^ it was then easy to perceive in modem languages 
one of the ancient meanings of the name of the sun, that 
of a saviour y a meaning the learned allow it to have had, 
though why it had this meaning they could not divine. 

In Surya, which is, according to Higgins *, a name of 
the solar divinity of India, we see also Sur, this ancient 
name of the sun. We have it likewise in Sure; and 

* AnacaJypsia, vol. i. p. 607. ' IbVd., -^d.i.^.'V^* 
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Maurice says, '' Persae Xvpri Deum vocant */^ By this 
we see that the same word means sun, Saviour^ 
God. 



CHAPTER XLVIII. 

SAVITAR. 

These etymologpies suggest another very important one, 
and though it is a Sanskrit word, nien who are supposed 
to be very learned in this language seem to know 
nothing of two meanings which I, who am ignorant 
of Sanskrit, can prove this word to have. I allude to 
savitar, which, according to M. Max Miiller', is as 
well as Surya (just noticed) one of the names of the 
sun. Now as the I of savitar has understood, and ^ 
and I compose d, it follows that savitar is for savatafj 
which, from its S being omitted, because only replacing 
the aspirate, becomes avatar, and this Sanskrit word, 
which is not to be found in Johnson, is thus explained 
by Webster: "The incarnation of the Deity in the 
Hindoo Mythology" But the real original meaning is, 
we now see, not the incarnation of the Deity, but the 
incarnation of the sun. When this belief first began 
to prevail, the sun must have been then revered as God. 
Now as savitar has not been shown to mean savmff 
neither has it been shown to mean avatar. On con- 
sulting M. Max Miiller's index under savitar, I am told 

« Ant Ind., vol. ii. ^. 210^. « I^ect., vol. ii. p. 379. 
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is called, as a Vedic name of the sun, the Golden- 
ided; but for its meaning I am referred to page 411, 
. ii., where the only meaning given of the word 
ntar is this : ^^ The 8un,^^ Why aavitar was called the 
Iden-handedy T shall endeavour to show presently. Let 

now consult M. Littre. His etymology of avatar is 
IS given : '' Sanscrit avatara, de ava, qui est le airo des 
ecs et le ah des Latins, et de tri, passer, dont le 
lical tr ou tar se trouve dans beaucoup de mots des 
ires langues Aryennes/^ 

A-ccording to this etymology, avatar is composed of 
> significant words ; of ava, which from its representing 
in Greek and ab in Latin, means //•(?»*/ and ^l, 
ich, we are told, means to joa^^. As to what M. 
itre says about tr or tar being the radical part of tri 

pass), and that it is to be found in many words of 
ler Aryan languages, this is not to add a third mean- 
^ of any kind to the two meanings, from and pass, 
eady given. Now, if this distinguished philologist 
re to write on a thousand little bits of pasteboard 

many words picked out of a dictionary with his 
38 shut, and if then, on having shaken them up well 
his hat, he were to draw out the two first he chanced 
lay his fingers on, these two would, in all probability, 
uprise as reasonable an etymology of avatar as the 
3 he has here given us in this fine dictionary of his. 

short, this etymology has not so much as the mere 
idow of common sense; it lies thousands of miles 
ay from the truth ; it is meagreness personified, not 
ring even the merit of a rich blunder, such as • I have 
^self often made while feeling my way. 
With respect to savitar having the meaning of 
Iden-handed, M. Max Miiller says, " It vj^e ^ ^^-rj 
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natural idea for people who watched the golden beams 
of the sun playing as it were with the foliage of the 
trees, to speak of these outstretched rays as hands or 
arms. Thus we see that in the Veda, savitar, one of 
the names of the sun, is called golden-handed^ .^^ 

But it seems to me that this metaphor can receive 
an explanation very diflferent from all those it may 
have hitherto obtained. Have I not already told the 
reader "many a time and oft,^^ that the sun had 
anciently, because then revered as God, received the name 
of maker ^ and that the hand also was called a makeft. 
And what follows? Why, that while language was 
yet in its infancy, these two very different ideas, *»» 
and hand^ must have been signified by the same word, 
with some very slight difference in sound for the sake 
of distinction. And at a time when the Word was 
revered as God, and when every thing it signified was 
respected and believed as so much sacred truth, this 
circumstance that the same word meant both sun and 
hand could not fail to suggest the erroneous belief 
that the sun had a hand. But why was it thought to 
be a golden hand ? It was not because gold was called 
after the sun, but because it was called after its lf%^^^ 
colour, and this colour took its name from the sun ; so 
that sun and gold must, without either having been 
called after the other, have had at first the same name, 
with, perhaps, scarcely a sign of distinction to prevent 
their being confounded. 

It must have, therefore, been from these three words, 
9un, hand J and gold, having been once found to be veiy 
much alike, if they were not then completely so, that 
men were, out of their reverence for the Wobd, first led to 

8 Lect., vol. ii. p. 877. 
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believe that. the sun had really a handy and that this hand 
was oigold. 

Every lover of poetry is well aware that the epithet 
golden is frequently applied to the sun. Hence Parkhurst 
justly observes that ^^the poets abound with passages 
comparing the solar orb or light \ogold;" and of which he 
quotes many instances'. Hence he gives nn? zeh as mean- 
ing not only gold, but also clear , bright and resplendent. 
But what have we in the Hebrew zeb ? A form precisely 
equal to the sav of savitar, the sv/n. We therefore see that 
zeb is the same as zev, and we know that zev cannot differ 
from zav, any more than dder can differ from the alder 
of alderman ; so that zev is exactly equal to zav. And if 
we now write zavitar instead of savitar, will not every 
one say — even persons so ignorant of the permutation of 
letters as not to know that S and Z do constantly inter- 
change—that in zavitar and savitar we have evidently 
the same word. 

Now the sav of savitar, and the zab of zabitar are 
radical parts of these words ; their roots are av and ab ; 
the 8 and Z of each word being substitutes for the aspi- 
rate hy which is never to be regarded as belonging to the 
radical part of any word whatever. Now as the root av 
is the same as ab, and as ab is the Hebrew oi father , and 
as father means a maker (as we have seen)^ and as the sun 
was once called a makers and as the hand has still the 
same meanings it is thus made evident that ab might 
serve to signify both sun and hand, and that it may have 
often done so. But has it ever done so ? Not that I 
know ; perhaps it never has. And why so ? Because all 
roots are as one and the same word, and never differ in 
meaning from one another except conventionally. There 

* See Lex., p. 140. 
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is, therefore, no difference between two such roots as ^^ 



and ad J so that either of these two roots may have bee: 
often used for the other. Under adad Parkhurst says^ 
'' The sun, whom the Assyrians called Adad, that is, saye 
my author. One (perhaps from the Chaldee in, hd one^ 
by reduplication IXVXn, hdhd, one alone, eminently one)^ 
is by them sometimes figured as a man, riding upom- 
a lion, surrounded with rays*/' And in Higgins I finl 
the following : " We have found God called Ad in Indi» 
and in Western Syria*/' 

Now every name of the true God was anciently «- 
name of the sun, and this is confirmed by the following, 
taken also fi'om Higgins : " In Sanskrit Al Chad is Qoi, 
as it is in English/' And to this he adds the following' 
note : " Al-Choder is the Syriac and Rajpoot OB, only 
aspirated, and with the Arabic emphatic article AL* 
When the Buddhists address the Supreme Being, or 
Buddha, they use the word AB, which means the^r*^^'' 
And why does Ad mean the first/ Because it means 
one, and because one is the first of numbers ; and one is 
also a name of the sun. Hence sol is the English word 
sole, and the Latin solus. 

The ad here noticed is, we say, precisely equal to ob 
(Hebrew oi father) ; and as ad was the name of the sitn, 
so might ab have also been ; and as T id is the Hebrew 
of Aand, and as this word cannot differ (save conven- 
tionally) from ad, any mor^ than bid and bade in English 
can differ from each other, it is thus shown that such 
a word as ib might also have meant the Aand. But Hj . 
I shall be told^ does mean the hand, for it is equal to oi) 
and ab is the root of habere, which might from the 

^ Parkhurst, Lex., p. 302. ^ Anac., voL iLp. 181. 
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cropping of the aspirate, have been aherCy as is shown by 
O''oere in Italian, and avoir in French ; and every such 
idea as having or holding must be traced to the hand for 
its original source. Ih is even to be found in the sense 
of have, as is made evident by exhihere being for exhabere, 
*i^d of which, from the preposition ex being now signifi- 
CQ-ixt of height, the primary sense must be holding up ; 
*^e ideas have and hold being each traceable to the hand. 
-An additional proof that ad and ab are equal to each 
^her is shown by the permutation of their consonants 
^ and 6 (compare udder and uber, verb and word, beard 
^^d barbe, &c.) since,' for the same reason, these two 
*^ords themselves may interchange. The conclusion to 
^Hich we may, therefore, safely come is this, that though 
^% and hand have each the meaning of maker ^ yet, 
^om the roots of a language being equal to one another, 
•-^d from their being, for this simple reason, as liable to 
Interchange, as the letters of which they are composed, 
^ follows, that the mn may be signified by one root, and 
^^ hand by another. But though this will give different 
^ouns to the words for mn and handy it will not cause the 
*iand to have a meaning different from that of maker; 
out when the sun takes one of its other meanings, as 
tiiat of shining y or brightnesSy for instance, the hand 
Cannot then, since it is not, like the eye, a luminous 
C)bject, be said to express such an idea, or any other, 
'When relating to the sun, than that of maker. 

We have thus shown why the sun (savitar) was styled 
the golden-handed y and we can in the same way account 
for some other myths relating to this divinity ; but M. 
Max Miiller appears convinced that he has accounted for 
them all — I mean those under savitar. Hence he says, 
^All these myths and legends which we have hitherto 
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examined are clear enough ; they are 4ike fossils of tb^ 
most recent period, and their similarity with Hviag 
species is not to be mistaken */' 

M. Max Miiller does, however, mistake, and so do th^ 
Brahmans themselves mistake in their explanations of thei*^ 
own myths. Let us now read the following from MT- 
Max Miiller : " But to return to the golden-handed sua.- 
He was not only turned into a lesson, but he also greW 
into a respectable myth. Whether people failed to se^ 
the natural meaning of the golden-handed sun, or whethex* 
they would not see it, certain it is that the early theolo- 
gical treatises of the Brahmans tell of the sun as having 
cut his hand at a sacrifice, and the priests having replaced 
it by an artificial hand made of gold. Nay, in lateir 
times, the sun under the name of savitar, becomes him- 
self a jor^>5^, and a legend is told how at a sacrifice he cut 
off his hand, and how the other priests made a golden 
hand for him*.^' 

Having already accounted for savitar and his golden 
hand, all we have now to find out is to tell why this 
golden hand of his was cut off, and why he became one 
of his own priests ; and, thanks to the knowledge acquired 
through our discovery of the origin of language, both 
these circumstances can be very easily explained. Thus, 
I have already shown that all such ideas as are expressed 
by the words cutting or striking are to be traced to the 
hand as their primitive source. Hence no matter how 
widely a word meaning to cut or cut off, may differ in 
form from one for the hand, it is not the less evident that 
the idea expressed by the verb to cut must have been 
called after the hand. Now the English cut has not so 
much as one letter in common with hand, and yet in ^ 
< Lectures, vol, ii. p, 379. * Lectures, voL ii. p. 878. 
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id hand we have the same word. Thus by comparing 
e Latin cornu with its Saxon and English equivalent 
rny we see that C may represent A, and that cut is there - 
:Te equal to hut; and as every vowel may or may not 
ke the nasal sounds it follows that hut cannot differ 
>in hunt J nor hunt from hanty nor hant from hand. By 
ain comparing horn and c(?r»z^ we perceive that C is 
re for the aspirate Ifl ; and as this sign is never to be 
Jkoned as any radical part of a word, it follows that its 
bstitute, the C in cut, may be left out, by which cut is 
luced to ut; and this is the same as at, and consequently 
tf^and ed, in which, as shown above, we have the 
3brew words for both sun and hand. 
Another very plain instance of hand and to cut off 
ing expressed alike is afforded by the Greek words 
Hr and heir, for as ch and K are equal to each other •, 
! may say that these two words are letter for letter one 
d the same ; yet cheir ix^lp) means the hand, and heir 
-.ip) means to cut off, being the radical part of /celpo), 
lich has this meaning. But cheir or heir, I shall be 
d, bears no resemblance in form to savitar; but Chrisna, 
5 Indian Saviour, was, like savitar, an avatar, that is, 
incarnation of the sun ; and chr is the radical part of 
I name, and so is it oi cheir (x^/p), the hand, Savitar 
d Chrishna are, therefore, two names of the same 
raon, so that what is told of the one will apply to the 
ler. 

And as Chrishna is, like Buddha, Hercules, and other 
ithen divinities, allowed by many learned Christians to 
a genuine type of their Saviour, so is his name, 
ether we spell it Chrishna, Chreshna, or Christna — 
it takes these and several other forms — radically the 

^ See Donnegan, under h and x, 
Dd2 
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same as Christos, but of which the elder form was Chmtoi 
(XPV^^of;), And this word, likea^atkos {aya06^), means 
ffood, an idea named after God ; and Christ is represented 
as God. And there . is besides cAeir and keird, another 
idea named after the hand, which is radically the same 
as both Christos and Chrestos ; this word is p^ciarct), whicK 
means to touck, /eel, handle, &c. Nor is the word for 
gold wanting, as is shown by ')(pv<Tb^, of which the radical- 
part Chrus cannot difier from the Chris of Christos, nor 
from the Chrish of Crishna. 

We should still observe that the roots of all sudJ- 
words as Christos, Chrishna, Chrusos, and Chrostos are if 9 
ur, and or ; for as the ch is here for the aspirate, it should 
not be counted, and what follows the T of these words i^ 
to be regarded only as the usual ending of nouns an^J 
adjectives in Greek. As a proof that such a word a^ 
cheir (x^lp), the hand, and which is radically the same a^ 
Christos, Chrishna, &c., can be reduced to ir, we need 
only mention hir in Latin, which, as every one knows, i^ 
for the Greek cheir ; for when we drop, as we may iOf 
the aspirate of this word hir, ir alone will remain. And 
as the I of hir is for the ei of cheir, so may it be for any 
other vowel combination, since all vowels and their com- 
binations are equal to one another. Hence the ir of Uf 
is as equal to aur as it is to eir, and as eir becomes by 
the addition of the aspirate, cheir, so may the aur of 
aur inn (Latin oi gold) become chaur. And that the Q»f 
of aurum may take the aspirate is proved not only by our 
rule (often confirmed) that every initial vowel may or 
may not be aspirated, but also by the fact itself, since 
hauTon (avpov), a word of rare occurrence, and which 
means gold, takes the aspirate h, though aurum, of which 
it is but another form, has no such sign. Now as the 
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lim of chfUBOB (this other word for gold) becomes, when 
he U returns to its place, chur, and as h is the same as 
*h^ we see that the haur of avpov is equal to chaur, and 
kanr cannot differ from chur ; that is, from the chru of 
iAncso8, the more usual word for gold. We haVe thus 
ihown that in chrusos, aurum, and hauron we have radi- 
cally but one and the same word. 

"We have, therefore, accounted for the myth which 
Bays that Savitar's hand was cut off at a sacrifice, and 
replaced by a golden one. We have seen how it arose 
from the same word which named Savitaroi CArisAna, 
having meant sun, Aand, gold, and cut off. But the 
niyth adds that Savitar or the sun became a priest ; that 
is, one of his own priests; in other words, a. priest of the 
sun. This part of the myth is very easily accounted for. 
Savitar^s priests were of course called after himself, and 
this must have led to his name and that of a priest being 
alike \ It was after this manner that from the son hav- 
^g been called after the father they both obtained the 
same name, which was the origin of that admirable type 
by which men were first told that the father and the son 
are one and the same person. It is clear that this word 
Crisean is still but another way of writing Chrishna, 

Another curious myth relating to savitar is mentioned 
by M. Max Miiller ; but neither he, nor that great 
philologist, Grimm, whom he quotes, has been able to 
brace it to its real source, as I shall have occasion to 
arove presently. But let me first enable every reader, 
yj what I am now going to show him, to discover by 
limself, and that too very easily, the origin of this myth. 

7 Since this was written I have met with the following; "The 
^lamanick Ereeshna, an incarnation of the Deity, \a t\xft InsJsi Cy««8S^» 
\o^,^ure, whence Crisean^ a priest."— ^»acal2^j»«is,'vo\.\.'^.^'^* 
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The following analysis of the English word goU wiU 
BuflSee to prepare him for the task. 

Every one must admit that the initial consonants a* 
the Latin hesternus, the German gesterrty and the i/estef' 
of yesterday, are precisely equal to one another, by whicb- 
we see, since these three words have the same meaning ^ 
that the aspirate h may be represented by both g and y- 
Now as gestern is equal to the heatern of hesternvs, xt^ 
follows that gold is equal to hold, and hold is, from th^ 
interchange of I and U, equal to hand, and hond to hant^ 
Hence, any word meaning gold may also mean the hanf^ 
though neither of these ideas can have been called afte^" 
the other. Then why are they expressed alike? Th^ 
reader must, by this time, know very well why. H^ 
must know that it arises from the hand having—" 
because of the constant use we make of it — been called 
a maker, after our once supposed maker, the sun. Then 
was gold called after the sun ? No : but after the colour 
of the sun, which is that of a bright yellow. To find 
the word for the sun in gold, we need only observe that 
hold, which is but another form of it, does not differ 
fix)m held, save conventionally, and the radical part of 
this word is hel, which is not only the hel of the Greek 
helios (the sun), but when the aspirate is dropped — ^thns 
reducing it to el — it serves in Hebrew to name not only 
the sun, but the true God. Hel had also in other parts 
of the world the same two meanings; thus I find in 
Parkhurst the following : " Damascius, in the Life of 
Isidorus, tells us that the Phoenicians and Syrians caD 
Cronus or Saturn ''HX, Hel ; and Servius, speaking rf 
Belus the Phoenician, affirms, '^ All in those parts (about 
Phoenicia) worship ^Aie svm,^\vG\SLthftir language is calW 
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^cl'^^ and again he says, ^^ God is called Eal in the 
linic or Carthaginian tongue' /' 

Hence in El, Al, Hel, and Hal, there is but one word 
ader these several forms, and the first use ever made of 
lese forms was to name the sun ; but as men became 
ore enlightened, the same words were made to de- 
gnate . the true God, the sun having only served as a 
"pe of the belief not yet revealed. And what could have 
5en,for this pui'pose, more suitable than that the ^andest 
yject in nature should serve as a type of our Maker. 

IBut where is the word signifying to cut ? We have 

in Jieldy which cannot differ from geld any more — ^as 
lown above — ^than the heder of hesternus can differ 
om the German gestern, g being here, as it often is on 
ier occasions, a substitute for the aspirate h. Though 
-Id means now to cut in a particular way, it must 
ave once meant to cut in any way. But how can this 
e known ? From its being the same as held, and held 
he same as hand, after which the idea expressed by to 
"ut must have been first named. 

Another proof that the word •signifying gold may also 
nean to cut now occurs to me. This is shown by 
ladius, the Latin of sword; for glad, its radical part, 
oust have first been gald, and gald cannot differ from 
ither gold or geld. Hence the /cair of /cotti^, Greek 
f sword, is the same as the kott of KOTnrcD, to cut. This 
fcymology leads to another. Though the glad otg ladius 
i equal in form to the glad of gladness, yet the latter 
lea was never called after a sword; but from I inter- 
hanging with U, glad, which is the same as gold, cannot 
iffer firom the gaud of gaudiuMy Latin of gladness; from 
rhich we may infer, since gold is remarkable for iti 

» Lex., p. 12. 
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brightness of colour, that to be glad is to be hrigU. 
Hence to be dark or gloomy is the reverse of being glad^ 
just as it is the reverse of brightness. To look bright is 
therefore to look joyful. 

But as there can be no difference between the forms of 
two such words as gaudium and gladiuniy nor between 
either of these and gladius^ and as this shows the ideas 
expressed by Joy and sword to be signified alike, why, 
we may ask, should this happen? It arises from the 
gaud of gaudium being one of the many names of the 
sun ; and from the hand being, as we have often shown, 
traceable to the same source; and from the idea cw^, after 
which that of sword has been called, having been sig- 
nified, as we have also seen, by a word for the hand. 
Hence, though gaudium and gladius are, in form, equal 
to each other, they are not at all so in meaning. God, 
a name of the sun, is the same as gaud; just as the ^t^t; of 
jovialy another word expressive of gladness, is the same 
as Jove, and Jove was the sun. 

But as the hester of hesternus is not only equal to the 
gester of Grerman gesi^rn, hut to the y ester oi yesterdajf 
also, it follows that hel, a name of the sun, must, from 
this equality of h and y, be equal to yel, which is the 
radical part oi yellow; SLudgold has, from its brightness, 
been called after the colour named from the sun. We 
may, therefore, consider the H of UavOo^ as equal to Z 
or Sy and so write this word Zai/06^, in the Zan of 
which we have a name of the sun, or ^6V9, that is, 
Jupiter. In Boy we have even, as Donnegan observes, 
the ^olian and Attic form of avv, and as this word means 
triV4, and as its primary signification is one or union, as 
1 shall have occasion to &\i07T i^tesently ; it is, therefore, in 
both form and meaimig,^T^^s^"j ^n^Qa5L\ft w5s.N>i^'«5i.«««.x 
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How now are we to find in the Latin j^^rw* {yellow) a 
name of the sun ? We are to observe that its radical part 
fla must have first been fal, and flavus have heenfalvtis, 
now written fulvus; and the latter word serves to prove 
that flavus is equal to falvus, since its present form 
{fulvus) means also yellow. Hence in ^limxx^ fulvum aes 
means goldy but literally yellow copper. The j^a oi flavus 
being thus the same as fal, we know, from the constant 
interchange of f and A, that fal is the same as hal, in 
which we have the radical part of Aalios, this being the 
Doric of Helios, the sun. We have also just seen, in a 
passage quoted from Parkhurst, that Sal was the name 
of God " in the Punic or Carthaginian tongue,^^ but it 
must have first named the sun. This etymology becomes . 
more evident, when we observe that another form of both 
flavus axid fulvus is helvus, which means 2k pale red ; m that 
it is, like its other forms, traceable to the name of the sun, 
its radical part hel and that of helios being exactly alike. 

By these investigations we are led to discover the 
original signification of the English word fallow , both 
when it signifies ploughed ground and a certain kind of 
deer; the two ideas having been each named from a 
. colour somewhat between red and yellow. It seems that 
all colours with a shade of light in them are but dif- 
ferent forms and acceptations of one another, and that 
they are, for this reason, to be traced to the same source 
— the name of the sun. Thus, in Italian, giallo is ex- 
plained both yellow and pale, which are very diflFerent 
colours. And though the usual word for pale in this 
language is pallido, it is, however, also explained by 
sbiadato ; but sbiadato is, I find, rendered into French by 
bleu clair; that is, a ligM blue, 

I was forgetting to observe, that aaoWiec N^T\a^3vssv\. ^ 
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JlavuSyfulvus and Aelvus is gihtidy which means a carna- 
tiofiy or flesh-colour y or still that of a brick Aalf-bumed; 
which is, I believe, about the same colour as is signified 
in English by the word /allow. We have also in thegU 
of gilvu8 a word for goldy since it is the radical part of 
the verb to gild, which means to overlay with gold. Nor 
should I fail to observe, that in Saxon geldan means to 
gild; yet, in its radical part, we see the word geUj 
noticed above, and meaning to cut, 

M. Littre gives, under jauncy several forms of this 
word, such as genCy janCy ganCy galbinuSy &c., but nothing 
indicating that the name of such an idea is to be traced 
to that of the sun. Gebelin, though he is very seldom 
right in his conjectures, has, in the present instance, been 
more fortunate : ^^ Jaune couleur semblable k celle de 
Tor, du soleil; Ital., Ghiallo; All. Ghel (««?), de 
rOrien. Hel, soleil^. ^' But could Gebelin have ever 
supposed ^ihsitflavus and hel are radically the same word? 
We may safely assume that he could not. 

The reader must be now sufficiently prepared to ac- 
count for the origin of the myth, which both Grimm 
and M. Max Miiller have failed to explain. The latter 
gentleman, it will be remembered, has expressed himself 
fully satisfied that he discovered why the sun was be- 
lieved to have had a golden hand, and he seems to think 
his explanation very natural and very easy ; but referring 
to what follows, he says, ^'But if we dig somewhat 
deeper, the similarity is less palpable, though it may be 
traced by carefiil research. If the German god Tfi 
whom Grimm identifies with the Sanskrit Sun-god^ is 
spoken of as one-handedy it is because the name of the 
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ffolden^handed sun had led to the conception of the sun 
with one artificial hand; and afterwards, by a strict logical 
conclusion, to a sun with but one hand. Each nation 
invented its own story, how Savitar, or Tyr, came to lose 
their hands; and while the priests of India imagined 
that Savitar hurt his hand at a sacrifice, the sportsmen 
of the north told how Tvr placed his hand, as a pledge, 
into the mouth of the wolf, and thus losing it, with an 
Indian legend of Suryay or Savitar , the muy laying hold 
of a sacrificial animal and losing his hand by its bite. 
This explanation is possible, but it wants confirmation, 
particulariy as the one-handed German god has been 
accounted for in some other way'/^ 

The intelligent reader must perceive that M. Majc 
Miiller mistakes, when he so confidently asserts that it 
was the myth of the golden-handed sun suggested what 
is told of the German god Tj/r^ who, it appears, was also 
said to have only one hand. But as Tyr lost his hand 
from its having been bitten off by a wolf, we are led to 
suppose that had the Indian god never been heard of, the 
myth of the German god would have been just as it has 
been found. But why so ? Because all languages, from 
their having emanated from the same source, lead to the 
same results, this arising from the human mind being 
also the same over the whole world. It must be admitted 
that Tyty a name of the sun, is but a different form of 
mfy which has the same meaning ; this being as evident 
as that glotta and ghssa are in Greek the same word, and 
that so are the German lesser y and its English form better. 
And mr is the radical part of Swryay which is allowed to 
be the same as Savitar y the muy and Savitar y as I have dis- 
covered and shown, is the same as Avata/r. But where is 

2 Lect, vol. iL p. a*I9. 
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the wolf? The wolf is not difficult to find, as I am now 1 1^ 
going to show. I j„ 

The reader will please to recollect I had occasion to | ^, 
show farther back, that aav^ the radical part of mvikT ^^ 
(the 9un) , could not differ from Zeby which, according to 
Parkhurst, means both gotd, splendour , or brightness, and 
that every such idea was to be traced to that great 
object which is the source of light and splendour. I had 
also, then, occasion to show that zeb cannot differ from 
zaby and that if savitar was written zavitar, every one 
would take these two words to be one and the same. Now 
the Hebrew of wolf is, according to' Parkhurst, zfl^j 
which cannot differ from zav, any more than the hob of 
Inhere can differ from its English equivalent have. If * 
speaker were, therefore, to pronounce zabitar at only ^ 
very short distance from some twenty persons, ten ^ 
them at least, if not more, Would think they had hea^ 
savitar, so much do these two words resemble each ott^^^ 
in both sound and form. 

We now see why the god Tyr and the wolf have, ^ 
the same story, been brought together; it must \^^^ 
arisen from the name of the sun and that of the vT^^ 
having been designated by the same word. But why ^^ 
I consider Tyr, some one may ask, as if it were writt>^^ 
Tur ? It is because y is the same as U, as almost ev^^ 
one knows. There is, therefore, no difference betwe^° 
the words. And that Tur is the same as sur, a plaiu^^^ 
proof than the one I have already shown now occurs ^^ 
me, and which I give on the authority of Higgins, wb^ 
says, "The word for the Sun is in Hebrew Sur, in 
Chaldee Tur^" We have, therefore, made it self-evident 
HuaAi Tyr is Tur^ and thabt Ikr is mr. 
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But why should the wolf have a name not different 
rom that of the sun ? The cause of it is this : The wolf 
las been named from its swiftness of foot, which implies 
notion, and this idea has been called after life, and life 
las been called after the sun, the once revered author of 
jxistence. Hence Parkhurst says : ^^ nxr zab denotes not 
mly a wolfy but also impetuosity, to hasten, move with 
rwiftnesSj festinavit in incessu/^ This authority shows 
ilso how the different names of the wolf do each imply 
rapidity of motion, in support of which he quotes several 
ancient authors*. 

We now see why the wolf was sacred to Apollo, or the 

sun ; it arose from this animal's name and that of the 

sun having been expressed by the same word. But, as 

I have already shown, every two *such words might be 

very different in form though never so in meaning; it 

follows that an animal called after its lively motion 

might not be made sacred to the sun. But why should 

not every two words found to be alike in meaning, be 

also alike in form? I have already told why; it is 

because the roots of a language are all equal to one 

another ; and as they do, for this reason, interchange, 

and as they are not alike in form, they appear as so 

many different words, though like the letters of an 

alphabet, which also differ in form, they are all as one 

and the same word. 

Let us now return to the form Tur, which is precisely 
equal to the sun-god Tyr, and ask how it happens, since Tur 
cannot differ from the taur of ravpo^, or of taurus (a bull), 
that it was not this animal deprived Tyr of his hand ? 
There are two answers to this question. The first is, 
that the bull does not, like the wolf, attack with his 

^ See his Lexicon, p. 137* 
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mouth but with his horns ; and the second is this, that 
in Old German the word for bull had probably, as it has 
still, a root very different in form, though not in mean- 
ing, from that of Ti/r, The root of this word is yr, that 
is, UTy and that of the German hnlUy and its English 
equivalent bull, is ul. And as this root cannot differ 
from either M or Aly of which each is a well-known 
name of the sun, the bull became, thanks to his name, 
sacred to the sun. But why should the bull obtain a 
^name not different from that of the sun ? Because he is 
aniong his own what the sun is in heaven ; that is to 
say, he is the monoSy the high one, the chief, the monarch of 
the tribfe^f animals to which he belongs. Hence, the bull 
has, all ov6r the world, been often worshipped as a god. 
But why was the wolf made to bite off Tyr^s hand, 
that is, the hand of the sun ? We have already fully ac- 
counted for the sun having had his hand cut off ; and what 
difference can there be between to cut off and to bite off? 
We know that the idea to cut or cut off must be traced 
to the hand, as I have clearly proved ; so that if we find 
to bite or bite off expressed by the same word, it will 
necessarily follow that the act of biting should be also 
traced directly or indirectly to the hand. Now, the 
Greek verb Sdtcva} means to bite; but its radical part 
dai cannot differ from the Six of deka, which means ten, 
another word for the hand, as is shown by the ten of 
tenere in Latin, and tenir in French, of which each means 
to hold, and consequently to have in hand. 

A plainer instance still, that the idea bite means cut, 
and must, for this reason, have been called afber the 
hand, is afforded by these two Greek words Se/crjp and 
Bixep ; of which the first (deker) means a beggar, that is, 
one who holds out his hands ; whilst the second [deker) 



i 
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means a hiter ; that is^ one who cuts. But if to bite has 
ty been called after the teeth, what shall I say ? If so, the 
jj^l teeth must have b6eii called cutters, so that to hiU will 
4i still mean to cut. And that the same word might mean 
lojjfi- both ten and tooth is shown by comparing ten and the 
^ ^ of dens or dent. But a still plainer instance of this 
Tv^rt is the Saxon teotha and toth; for the radical part of 
35q| teoi\a is ^oM, and which, as the ^ of this word may 
ai; be dropped, cannot diflfer from toth; and ^^^^^a means 
iitv ^^^, now, but incorrectly, written tithe; and by this 
ij: Word, the idea ten is signified. As to toth^ it is the 
Saxon of tooth. Hence, with at least some people, a 
ttf tooth meant a cutter^ and did not, for this reason, difier 
i \ from a word for the hand, to which source the idea to cut 
must be traced. But, as shown farther back, to cut was 
also called after the mouth. 
{ From thus knowing all we do of the hand, we can 
I account for many apparent anomalies which have until 
now appeared wholly inexplicable. Why, for instance, 
does >^")2 hra mean in Hebrew not only to create^ but 
also to cut^ ? Every reader of these pages can now tell 
why, though without the knowledge thus obtained it 
were not possible. But a child acquainted with these 
principles can, after a moment^s reflection, declare with 
certainty that it must be ascribed to the circumstance 
of the two ideas creating and cutting being traceable to 
the hand as their original source. 

But the present Hebrew word for the hand, wHich 
is T irf, bears no resemblance, I shall be told, to 
K13 hra; but we should observe that id is a single 
root, and that it cannot differ in meaning from any 
other root, except conventionally. Now, t^'in hra^ to 

^ See Sanders' Heb. Diet., p. 80. 
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create^ must have first been n«n har^ that is, before the 
a fell behind the T; and then it meant the son, and 
it is, when under this form, also the radical part of 
debar, which in the same language means the Word, 
And the Son was, we are told, the Word, and it was, 
we are also assured, bj His Son or the Word that the 
Lord created all things. Another excellent type. But 
as the 6 in bar represents the aspirate A, an earlier form 
of this word must have been ar, and which cannot differ 
from either ad or id, the latter being the Hebrew of 
handy and the former, as shown above, being a name of 
the suTty the supposed creator or maker, and to which 
source the hand must be traced for its original. But as 
the Hebrew word m^ are means to gather , pluck, or crop^, 
an idea called after the hand, and as ar is the root of 
this word, it must have once been used for 1» id. But 
as in English hard by is for hand by, that is, at hand, 
and as ar is the root of hard, we see that even in our 
own language ar must have been once used for hand, 
"We have still the same root in 'y^Lp and iia^, the eir of 
the one being equal to the ar of the other ; so that in 
Greek also, as well as in Hebrew and English, eir or ar 
must have once meant hand, A root very different in 
form from both id and ar is 08, which must have been 
also a word in Hebrew for the hand, since the verb TW^ 
ose means to make, and as our Maker is our Creator, this 
verb may be regarded as a synonym of Nni bra, to create, 
which must have been called after the hand, A further 
proof that this Hebrew verb must have been named from 
the hand is 'WV osr, since this word means ten, 
an idea, as we have seen, called after the hand. 
Hence it is that this word means also many; 

^ See Farkhurst, Lex., p. 32. 
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nd why so ? Because this idea also has been called 
fter the hand, as we had occasion to show farther 
ack. 

I may now return to the sun-god Tjrr, out of whose 
ame the latter etymologies have grown. All that is 
aid of him in the passage quoted &om M. Max Miiller 
as been sufficiently accounted for with the exception of 
is name, signifying to hite off, of which something 
emains to be said. Tyr is but a different form of tur, 
nd tur but a different form of mr, one of the names of 
he sun. And as ur is the root of mify and as its S is for 
he aspirate A, and as this sign is frequently represented 
y chy we 'see that mr cannot differ from cheir, Greek of 
andy after which the idea to cut off has been called^ 
s we see by comparing ')(eip and xelpw, as already shown. 
c.nd the idea to bite is the same as to cut, both ideas 
eing traceable to the hand. Hence, if wolves were 
^customed to use knives instead of their teeth, we 
xould hear of the wolf having ciit off Tyr's hand; for, 
:^at his name imder its form sur might mean to cut off 
* well as to bite off, another very clear proof now occurs 
^ me : sur must, from the identity of U and V have been 
^n written svr, which is not only equal to saver and 
^viour, as we have shown, but to sever also; and this 
^rb means to cut. 

We may here end our notice of savitar, surya, and 
^T'; all allowed to have been names of the sun. Now, 
liat have I discovered during this inquiry ? Thatsavitar 
leans saviour and avatar; that this name has also, when 
Cialyzed, the several meanings of hand, gold, and cut, 
"liich led to the belief that Savitar was golden-handed ; 
^at his hand was cut off, and that it was replaced by 
Ue oigold. I have also accounted for the origin of the 

E e 
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belief that Tyr's hand was bitten off by a wolf, and tha.^ 
this myth arose from the same word signifying *m»,«?oJ^ 
and bite or cut. 

And because knowing nothing of Sanskrit, to whicfc^ 
the myths above noticed chiefly belong, I have bee 
obliged, during this inquiry, to apply the principles o 
my discovery to other languages, being well aware tliat> 
as all words have sprung from the same single source^ 
they must, when rightly and closely examined, be fount 
to have, with very few exceptions, similar meanings- 
And if words have not led, with all people, to their having*' 
the same myths, this should be ascribed to all men not> 
being equally credulous or superstitious. A single "wise^ 
man may, just as well as a clever impostor or wild fanatic, 
have often so far influenced the minds of a whofe 
country as to have induced its inhabitants to think dif- 
ferently from those of several other countries. But the 
same myths have been discovered in different parts of 
the world, though between the natives of such parts no 
connexion has ever existed. And to what should this te 
attributed ? Not to accident, certainly, but to the fact 
that as all languages are radically the same, they have, 
on many occasions, led to similar results. 
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CHAPTER XLIX. 

A FEW IMPORTANT ETYMOLOGIES AND TYPES, 

me now turn to some account what I have just 
m while proving the identity of the three names of 
?un — tyvy tufy and sur. The root of these names is 
nd it can no more diflFer from ar than fr^rther can 

farther ; and which is confirmed by the ur of ur&i'e, 
urn, being the ar of ardere, which has the same 
ling, 
hen we now observe that the aspirate h, which must 

often preceded both ur and ar, was changed for its 
Qon substitute 6, these two words, bur and bar, 

have been obtained. In bur we see the radical part 
ruy and in bar the radical part of barn; and these 
vords, though they express very diflFerent ideas, can 
ch traced to a name of the mn. Thus bur cannot, 

the identity of 6 and fy differ from fury nor fur 

the German feuery nor feuer from its English 
alent^r<?, and every one can conceive this element 
ire been called after the sun, which was anciently 
ipped as the god of fire. How different iromfre 

idea expressed by the word barn ! This idea can, 
'er, be as easily traced to the sun as fire. A barn was 
1 after what it is made to hold, namely, com ; and 
lom being a principal support of life, it took its name 

E e 2 
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from life, and life from the once supposed author of life, 
the sun ; so that ham and Huriy though neither idea was 
called after the other, are as one and the same word. As 
har (whence the Latin far) is the Hebrew of corn^ it 
confirms the etymology of harn^ which has been named 
after corn. I have already shown that har is the Hebrew 
of son, and that it cannot differ from hray which in the 
same language means to create, nor from the radical part 
of iehafy which is the Hebrew of the Word ; and I also 
then called the reader^s attention to what«the Christian 
is taught to believe, namely, that it was by His Son or 
the Word the Creator made the world ; and all this, I 
thought, should be regarded as an excellent type, and to 
which I have now something more to add. 

As B and M interchange, and of which I have already 
quoted several instances, there can be no more difference 
between Bar and Mar than there is between the Hebrew 
words Bria and Mria, which, as shown above, have the 
same meaning — ^that oifat. Now Mar is the radical part 
of Maria, or Mary, who was the mother oiBar, that is, of 
the son. But as she was a virgin, how, I may be asked, 
could they who first made words have called a mother 
a virgin? The answer should be, that in the beginning 
there was no difference in meaning between virgin and 
girl; and as every such offspring was called after her 
supposed maker, the consequence was, that the maker and 
the object made were signified alike. At present the, 
diffei:ence in form between the words hegetter and hegoUen 
is very slight, but at first it must have been a great deal 
less so ; so that the child was named as the parent, that 
is, the one made as the maker. Hence in the madoi 
madre, and which cannot differ from the mat of mater, or 
the moth of moih&r^ ^w^ Kave the past participle of mah. 
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How happily all this is confinned by made and maiiy the 
slight difference in form between these words being only 
conventional, and a maid is a virgin ; but its first meaning 
inust have been a madey that is, one made, having been 
then named after maker ^ that is, after mother. This 
inowledge leads to the discovery of the primary signifi- 
cation of the German words magd and mddcheny which, 
it is easy to perceive, are but other forms of maid — ^their 
poetical representative — and not different from the macht 
of gemacAt {made) , participle of macken. What will the 
German school think of this etymology, coming, as it 
does, from one who knows nothing of their language ? 
^ey will admit, for the Germans in general reason 
well, that the discovery which has led to this etymology, 
as well as to so many others hitherto unknown, cannot 
but be true ; and that it must, in spite of all opposition, 
be one day received and made use of, in exposing to 
the general view the many long-concealed myths and 
Inysteries of language. 

The reader will please to recollect I was showing, 
when interrupted by the latter digression, the identity of 
the names signifying mother, Mary, virgin, and son, but 
I forgot at the time to observe that Bar (the son) is also 
written Ben, occasioned by the interchange of r and U ; 
but this is no proof that the Mar of Maria is not still the 
same word, since this name was often written mania, the 
cause still being the interchange of T ihd 71 ^. 

But the idea virgin does not appear to have been 
expressed by all people in the same way, as I am now 
going to show, by the etymology of virgo in Latin, and 
wap0€po^ in Greek, the origin of both these words ap- 
pearing to be now unknown. The vir of virgo is the Latin 

7 See Anacaljpsis, vol. i. p. ^0%, ^(]^. 
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of man^ but its go has here no visible meaning; I am, 
therefore, obliged to have recourse to the principles by 
which I am generally guided. By giving to the of ^<^ 
its nasal sound, this ending becomes gon^ which is also 
without meaning. Let us, therefore, apply another of 
our, rules: has always % understood, which, when 
supplied, makes gon become goin^^ that is, when 0* 
takes its form U (compare croix and cnix)^ gun; and 
this is the radical part of the Greek gune^ a femk^ 
a womaun We have thus obtained two significant 
words, one meaning man, and one meaning womm* 
But is not this a strange way of signifying virgin f 
It would seem so \ but when we turn to account our 
tymology of homo, we shall find it very natural. We 
have shown homo to mean one, and nothing more. Now 
vify of which the primary signification has, like that of 
homOy been also unknown, means also onCy and nothing 
more. Let us only observe, that the V of vir is here for 
the aspirate,' which is never to be counted, so that ir is 
the real word for man, and this ir takes a great many 
other different forms, such as ar, er, or^ airy our, eur, &c.) 
and these are roots, and — like other roots — they have 
each, when primarily considered, the meaning of one; for 
their other meanings, however numerous they may be, 
are only conventionally different from one another. Ac- 
cording to this explanation, virgo {virgune) must be for 
these two words, one and female^ that is, \kM^ female one* 
But this meaning, I shall be told, would apply to a 
married woman as well as to a virgin. This is very true, 
and virgo has been so used. Thus Virgil, referring to 
Pasiphae, who was then the mother of several children, 
says: — 
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7f when virgo was first made to sig^ifjr a married 
i, the primary signification of vir, that of one, could 
ive been lost* That the go of virgo is^ as I have 
J equal to the gun of gune is made evident by the 
ve of virgo being virginis, of which the part gin 
b differ from the gun of gune, for its I having 
stood, gin is for goin, and there must have been a 
^hen virgo was virgoin, and as virgoin is equal to 
, its genitive must have therefore been virgoinis, 
90 virgunis, whence Virginia. But when virgo was 
\, many persons must have left out the nasal sounds 
3 have reduced virgoin to virgoi, which, by the 
ng of the 1, became virgo. 

at is now the primary meaning of gune? It is seen 
we drop its g, which is here but a representative 

aspirate; for the un^ which remains is for una, 
ne of unus; so thai gune has, like Aomo and vir, the 
ig of one, the different acceptations of all such 
being only conventional. 

ve now a very convincing proof of the truth of my 
ogy of virgo. The Saxon word maden has not only 
laning o( virgin or maid, but also that of female j 
Josworth renders mceden cild into English by a 
^ cAild," and mosden mann is explained by the same 
L authority a virgin, though it means literally a 
m^n, which can only be accounted for by giving 

its real original meaning, that of one. It is thus 
elf-evident that I have now discovered what has 
in hitherto known, the real meaning of these three 
ant words, homo, vir, and virgo. And to what may 
DC such a discovery ? To the knowledge of man's 
)rd, and the principles thence derived. Without 
owledge neither could I nor could any otkft ^V&i^ 
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tell why snch a word as virgo means both a virgin and s 
mother, and still less could they tell why a word meaning 
man {vir) should be its radical part. 

Let us now notice the Greek of virgin, parthenot {imfh 
Oevfy;), of which the etymology is also unknown. As ^is 
equal to 01, the jtwr g( partkenos does not differ {romjpmr 
{irwcp), which is an old word in Greek, meanings 6off or 
youth, and is the supposed original of the Latin joawr. The 
etymology oi virgo should lead to the svispicion that thews 
(this other part of parthenos) must have the meaning ef 
female, and that the entire word has literally the mean- 
ing of ^'female young one;" in other words, 2k yon^ng female. 
But there is no such word in Greek as theno^, and it is 
therefore necessary to make this word take some other 
form of equal value. To obtain such a form we need 
only observe that n and I do often interchange; thus 
irvevfMov is written also ir\€VfMa>v, and ^ikriop is written 
fievTLov I by which it is made evident that thenos cannot 
differ from thelos, nor thelos from thelu$ (ftJXi/s), which 
means female, Parthenoa, a virgin, has therefore tbat 
meaning which the etymology of virgo has* led ns to 
suppose it should have. 

Nor can the jo^r of this word differ from the Hebrew 
bar, a son ; and as bar is the radical part of the Hebrew 
debar, a word, so is par the radical part of parole in 
French. But I shall, no doubt, be reminded that a» the 
son was called after the father, par should, if these deduc- 
tions can be relied on, have also the meaning oi fdhf] 
and it has this meaning, since it is the radical part of 
jBflfrens and jOd^rent. Another proof that the 'paf ^^ 
parthenos is the same as the Greek pbir {irmp) can be 
obtained by our observing that in the par of parete (^ 
ieget) we have t\i\a jaat •> «xA \Jsia.t tloAa word does not, 
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wben used as a verb, mean the begetter, but the begotten, 
is shown by the Hebrew word nV ild, which, when a 
noun, is thus explained by Parkhuret, '' a son, a child, a 
young man, a lad,'^ but when a verb, the same authority 
explains it thus : " To procreate or breed young, to beget 
or bear */' 

As this word ild differs, in form, considerably from 
bar, which has the same meaning, we should observe that 
its root is »7, which is equal to both oil and a^,and as all the 
roots of a language are as one and the same word, there 
can be no difference, except conventionally, between al 
and ar, and ar is the root of bar, of which the 6 does but 
i^present the aspirate A. By taking the same liberty 
with al it will become bal, and as al is, in Hebrew, one 
of the names of the mn, even so is bal. This serves to 
show that ild and bar make radically the same word. 
In ild it is also easy to perceive our word child; the diffe- 
irence in the appearance of the two words is to be ascribed 
tx> the aspirate h having been attached to the i of ild, 
^nd then, from this aspirate having been represented, as 
it frequently is, by ch. This etymology is confirmed by 
"the Saxon of child being cild, which cannot differ from 
ckild any more than cat can differ from its French equi- 
valent chaty which shows that eh can be reduced to C; 
«nd that both C and ch have come from the aspirate h is 
equally evident. We have, therefore, in the Hebrew ild, 
and the Saxon did, and child' in English, but one and 
t)he same word. 

In the Hebrew ild it is easy to perceive something else 
%ot undeserving of notice. It is, as shown above, not 
^different from the form aid, its I being for oi and oi for 
d ; and when the d of aid falls behind the consonant by 
* « Lex., p. 233. 
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which it is followed, as vowels frequently do, aid will 
become lad^ which is, as we have seen, one of the mean- 
ings given by Parkhurst to ild. However, the words 
thild and lad may be, therefore, made to differ from each 
other in meaning, that difference can be only conven- 
tional; and the identity of these two words serves to 
confirm still more our etymology of joarthenos. Thus, 
according to Bosworth, moeden cild means ^'a female 
child/^ But since cMld and lad must have been once 
the same word, it follows that viaden did might as weU 
be explained a female lad, which is, according to our 
etymology, the meaning oi parthenos. 

There are still two other words in Greek for virgin 
and hoyy namely, KOfyt) and Kopo^y of which the different 
endings show the different genders. And the radical 
part of each of these words, that is, kofy is but a different 
form of x^^Py *^® haTidy which, from its signifying the 
idea maker, proves still further that both virgin and boy 
were, in the beginning, named after their parents (father 
and mother), since each of these words means also malet^ 

It is now easy to account for the difference between 
cheir (xet/o) and such a form as j^dir {irdbcp), for as ci 
does but represent the aspirate, it may be dropped and 
be replaced by any other representative of this sign ; and 
as and p are very common substitutes for the aspirate 
h, it follows that cAeir may be replaced by beir or peir, 
neither of which can differ from boir or pair, and both of 
these, by the coalescing of and i, become bar and par* 
And as we have often shown b to be replaced by W, we 
see that bar is equal to mar, which is therefore but an- 
other form oi cheir, and it may for this reason mean hani* 
Nor does this etymology need proof, since mare (fJ^pfj) 
isj as well as cAeir Ix^tpV ^^otdfer the Aand. And, as 
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Maria does not diflTer^ as shown above, from mamia, 
it follows that the wutr here noticed as another fbnn 
of cAeir cannot differ from the mam of wmhm, Latin of 
Aand. Hence, though there is not a letter in oonunon 
between eieir and the mam of mamus, they make, how* 
ever, bat one and the same word. 

From thus knowing that bar is equal to a word for 
the hand, snch as cAcir, and the mam of mamM, we 
discover in English the primary signification — hitherto 
unknown — of this word bar, whether we use it as a noun 
or as a verb. When a noun, it means, say all dictio- 
naries, a Aindemnce ; and when a verb, they say it means 
to Ainder, But in the Aind of Aindemnce, as well as in 
the Aind of Ainder, we have the word Aand itself; for the 
t of Aind having understood, and as and I make, as 
I have often shown, the letter a, it follows that Aind 
is the same as Aand. Hinderance should be therefore 
written Aanderance, and Ainder should be Aander^ But 
might not Ainder , I may be asked, be written also Aender ? 
Most certainly it might ; and it is so written, for as h 
is constantly replaced \}j fy fender is the same as Aender ; 
and a fender is, says Webster, '' a utensil employed to 
Ainder coals of fire from falling forward to the floor.'' 

And as par is the same as bar (witness joJeV, Greek of 
the Hebrew bar, a son), we can, therefore, account for its 
being the radical part of parer in French, and parar in 
Spanish; for these verbs mean to defend, to parry, and 
they are therefore, like bar, to be traced to the hand. 
But parer, in French, I shall be told^ means also to 
beautify; and so it ought, since to beautify is to make 
Aandsome, which is an additional proof that par is 
still a word for the Aand, In short, every word signi* 
fying to form, or to maAe, must, in no matter what 
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language, have first been a word for the hand. Hence 
the Hebrew IrUy to create, and which must have once 
been bar, and have then meant not only create, but also 
both son and word, as already shown, cannot differ from 
the Greek cheir {hand), and, radically considered, creator 
is still the same word, and so is creaturcy that is, the 
maker, and that which he has made ; in other words, the 
father and the son. And this, too, is a genuine type, 
and it was made known in language to the heathen, 
previously to its having been divinely revealed by 
St. John : '' Holy Father, keep through Thine own name 
those whom Thou hast given Me, that they may be one 
as we are one,*' chap. xvii. ver. 11. ''I and My Father 
are one," chap. x. ver. 80. ''And* the glory which 
Thou gavest Me I have given them ; that they may be 
ime, even as we are one" 



CHAPTER L. 

LORD. 

To the well-known English lord, M. Max Miiller refers 
thus : " Lord would be nothing but an empty title in 
^English, unless we could discover its original form ^^ 
meaning in the Anglo-Saxon hlaf-ord, meaning the 
source of bread, from half a loaf and ord, place^ !^ 

Now how would any one of my readers^ having the 
least confidence in my principles, analyze the word hf^} 
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if lie had never seen this Saxon derivation of it ? He 
would analyze it just as I have analyzed the word look ; 
which, he may recollect, is for il-ook; that is, the eye, oog 
(which is equal to <?(?i, being the word for eye in Dutch); 
and he would therefore say that lord must have once been 
iUord^ and that from the of ord having I understood, 
and from and % making a, ord is the same as ard, and 
consequently, from the identity of /".and ?, as aid or alt^ 
root of altu9^ high ; so that the literal meaning of lord 
would, according to this analysis, be the high, that is, the 
high one. Now, on opening my Gaelic dictionary, and 
looking out for ard (which is written also airde) in this 
language, I find the following English words as explana- 
tions of it : '' High, lofty, mighty, great, noble, eminent, 
excellent;^' and when used as a noun, it is explained, 
" A height, an eminence, a hill, a high land, an upland, 
heaven/^ Now ord, which is but a different form of ard, 
is thus explained in Saxon by Bosworth : " A beginning, 
origin, author ; a point, an edge, sword, the front of an 
army, battle array /^ And in derivatives, adds the same 
authority, it denotes '' first, original,^^ &c. We thus see 
that the primary sense is still the same, whether we write 
this word ardor ord; so that we may define lord — that is 
il ord — the high one, the great one, the chief otic, the mighty 
one, or even the heavenly one. And these are meanings 
that correspond far better with our idea of lord than '' the 
source of bread/' which is given by M. Max Miiller, and 
does not differ from the meaning he tells us he has 
received from the ''Rev. Dr. Bosworth, Professor of 
Anglo-Saxon at Oxford,^^ and which is as follows: 
'' loaf or bread origin, cause or author of bread, or sup- 
port.'* These explanations of lord are also supported by 
Grimm, and of course by all other philologists. 
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But how^ I shall be asked^ am I to account for the 
hldfot hldford, which is so evidently the word loaf? I 
have two explanations to give of this word. I have no 
doubt that hldf means hqf, but not in Alaford. It 
should be observed that in Saxon the sign I is often 
aspirated^ as every one must admit on looking over 
those words in Bosworth that begin with hi; witness 
hlid and hlisty whioh are in English lid and list, the 
aspirate having been dropped. But this aspirate may 
follow the I as well as precede it, as we see by such 
words as halfj calf, self &c., the aspirate being now, as 
it often is, represented byy. When we now assume that 
hldf is not in hldford for loaf this word must be con- 
sidered as equal to hlf which will be giving to the I two 
aspirates, one before and one behind ; and granting this, 
it follows that lord must have been once written hlfordi 
and that then, from the tendency there is to insert 
a vowel between two consonants, hlford became hldford. 
But such persons— and they were many — as did not 
aspirate the I in hlford, must have both written and 
pronounced this word as if it were only lord. 

Let us now show the primary signification of loaf, 
and so confirm the above etymology. In locfdiiAUfi 
we have the same word, and the former must have been 
named after the latter, because from its having in Saxon 
the meaning of bread, it serves to support life. Hence 
living and livelihood have each the meaning oifood; and 
live, which is the root of both these words, cannot, any 
more than life, differ from haf In Saxon the word fot" 
life is lif and lif is the root of lifen, which Boswortl^- 
explains livelihood, and bids you see leofen, to which h^ 
assigns, the meaning of food, and its root leof is, as wel^ 
as hUfy our word Vio^^ TVda c\istom of calling certain^ 
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kinds of food after life obtains also in French, witness 
only la vie {food) and le% vivres and la viande. 

Now it being made thus evident that in life and loaf 
we have the same word, and that this may be said even 
of l^ and Aldf in Saxon, what proof have we that' 
hldford means the author ^ aourcey or origin of bread, 
any more than the author y source, or origin of life? Indeed, 
the latter meaning is far more probable than the former. 
But I accept neither. Lord is, I am sure, a very ancient 
word, and that it did not become hldfordy but from the 
great tendency once prevailing with some of the Saxons 
to aspirate the L And the circumstance of this sign not 
being aspirated in lif lifen, or leofen, may serve to show 
that its aspiration did not prevail with all. 

And that the aspirate may be found after the I as well 
as before it, the etymology of the Saxon and English 
word self (hitherto unknown) will serve to show. I am 
well aware that self is nearly the same word in several 
languages ; but as we do not learn from any of these lan- 
3^ages after what it was man first expressed such an idea, 
Kve may well say that its etymology or primary sense 
bas been hitherto unknown. As the f in self does but 
represent the aspirate A, or some sign that replaces this 
ispirate, such as 6,jp, or T), it must be dropped as not 
[>elonging either to the root or radical part of this word. 
Now, sel (the remaining part of self) may be also re- 
iiiced to el; that is, by assuming that its S has replaced 
tlae aspirate 1l, and that sel must have been hel before it 
l>ecarae, by the change of fl for 5, seL But what is the 
□aeaning of el? As it appears also under the form of aly 
a,xid as both these words- do each mean the, and as they 
bave been also well-known names of the sun, and as the 
pnmary sense of the emphatic article the isouCj^sA^^ 
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this IS also one of the first meanings of the name of the 
sun, it follows that it may be assumed that one is also the 
meaning of self. But before we try how far this mean- 
ing will apply, let us see if there be an exact agreement 
between the reduced forms of self just noticed. As to 
sel, it cannot, from the common interchange of 6 and 0, 
differ from sol, nor sol from solus, which from its mean- 
ing alone^ must have for the n;ieaning of its root, on>e. 
In sel we have also the hel of helios, Greek of sol. As 
to al and el, in which we have earlier forms of helm 
and sol, they hav^ been already explained. 

Let us now see if any word of which the radical sense 
is one — such as alone, only, or solely — can be used instead 
of self. If we say, " That book was written by himself/' 
our meaning is, " That book was written by him alone, 
or by him only, or by him solely J' But if we say, ''That 
book was written by myself," and do then put alone 
instead oiself, we shall have, " That book was written by 
my alone," which cannot be said. But when we make 
m^ take the place of my, we shall have, " That book was 
written by me alone ;" by which we see that my is for 
m>e, and that myself iq really for me-self, and which is 
made evident by himself, which is not hisself. It is also 
made evident by moi-mime in French, which cannot be 
written mon-meme any more than lui-ipsme can be re- 
presented by son-msme. 

We have thus discovered the real etymology of se^ 
(hitherto unknown), and have shown that it is radi- 
cally the same as solus, and that it may be rendered into 
English by alone, only, or solely .^ 

This etymology of self suggests others ; but they must 
be left unnoticed, as they, too, might lead me on farther. 

But with respect to lord, or its Saxon form Ald/brd, 
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I beg to ask this plain question : How does it happen 
that none of the great German or Saxon philologists 
could perceive that in such a Saxon word as lif {l^e) we 
have but a different form of loaf? It arose from their 
not being aware that a single vowel is equal to a combi- 
nation of vowels, and that when two or more words agree 
in sense, and do not differ otherwise than by this difference 
in their vowels, they should be regarded as making only 
one and the same word. And if those philologists had 
hitherto known that 0, when not attending its I, is 
always then to be considered as understood, they would 
liave perceived that the Saxon lif (life) is equal to loif, 
and loif, by the dropping of its I to l^, which, when its 
is lengthened, does not differ in sound from loc^. The 
iifoi lif en {foody or livelihood) is to be accounted for in 
the same way, and which is confirmed by the leof of its 
synonym leof en. 

There is still an observation which I forgot to make 
when analyzing lord, I should have remarked that its 
radical part ord is not only, as we have seen, equal to the 
alt oi alius {high), but also to old, and that in this respect 
It agrees with the Latin senior {lord), which implies age, 
and is radically the same as senex, old. And there is 
still something else to be observed. As we have found 
the ord of lord to be equal to ard, it follows that the entire 
word cannot differ from lard, the grease or fat of swine ; 
from which it would appear that this idea has been also 
named after height ; and this is confirmed by the German 
word gross, of which the form is equal to grease in 
English, and to graisse and gras in French; yet this 
German word gross, which is still the same in form as 
gross in English, is rendered into French by grand, and is 
used, like this word, in the sense of both great and talL 
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It would therefore seem that the ideas expressed by such 
words as ^r^flj^, tall, and higy were once signified alike^ with 
some slight difference for the sake of distinction, and 
. which might be obtained by assigning to these, words 
different places with respect to their nouns, as we see by 
grand, in French, which, when placed before its noun, 
means great, but tall when placed after it. It would, 
therefore, seem that the fat of an animal has been 
regarded as the biggest, most bulky, or highest part of 
its flesh, and that this will account for two ideas so 
different &om ea^h other as lord and lard having the 
same name. 

In the tall of tallow we have a very plain instance of 
the fat of an animal being significant of height. And 
the tall of this word is but a different form of the alt 
of altus. It must have first been it-al, and then have 
meant the sun, after which tallness was called. And 
when it and al coalesced tal was obtained, but when the 
article it fell behind its noun al both words became alit, 
which, by the dropping of the I, made the alt of altus. 

By the knowledge thus obtained we are led to discover 
that, since lard in French is bacon in English, the root of 
the latter, that is, bac, is but a different form of big, just 
as big is but a different form of jpig. And this is con- 
firmed by the Greek and Latin iApig being sus, which is 
as a prefix significant of height in both Latin and French. 
When the word cochon is applied to a man, as it frequently 
is in France, it means, says De Roquefort, " un homme 
tris gros et tres gras; " and as a big man is in Eijglish 
what we do also understand by un homme gros et gras, we 
may, therefore, conclude that a jo^^ was first named from 
its being a bulky and fat animal; and as this idea is well '^ 
expressed in Latmb^ j)iugui«^and as every vowel may 
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take or lose a nasal sound, it follows that the fim^ of 
pinguiHy which is its radical part, does not differ from j9^. 
. And that j^ig might also, like ^t^, signify height^ is shown 
by our remarking that it is but a different form of pic, 
which means in French a AigA mountain, and is the same 
aspeai in English, andjo^^in Saxon; by which we see 
that the same word, under slightly different forms, may 
signify not only big, /at, or bulky ^ but also AigA or tall. 

I thought, on closing the last sentence, I had done 
with all my observations on the word lord, but there is 
yet one more which I cannot help making. We have 
seen from Bosworth that, besides several other meanings 
traceable to the same source, it serves to signify " a 
pointy an edge, or a sword" This arises from such an 
idea as z, point meaning the top or AigAest part of what- 
ever it refers to. Hence it is that the pic just noticed 
cannot, from the tendency there is to sound S before^, 
differ from the spic of spiculum, a lance, any more than 
pike can differ from spike. The knowledge thus acquired 
leads us to the etymology of sword, hitherto unknown. 
In Saxon, sword is expressed not only by ord, as just 
stated, but also as it is in English; and in German, 
Dutch, Danish, and Swedish, it is almost the same word. 
But to know this is not to know in what way sword 
came by its present form, and after what idea it was first 
called. But knowing, as we now do, that its radical part 
must be ord, since it was once so designated in Saxon, 
as we find it admitted by Bosworth, we have only to 
discover how its sw was obtained. The of ord must, 
as vowels frequently do, have taken the aspirate h, and 
this sign must have been replaced hyfoT the digamma, 
and the digamma by W, which is also a very common 
change, and then, from the euptonic tevidfeTiC^ >SaK^^S& 
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to sound 5 before W^ witness wan becoming iwan^ and 
fcei becoming vweat^ ord must have become sword. 

As I shall have more to say farther on of ideas very 
similar in meaning.to sword, this word needs not, for the 
present, be submitted to further inquiry. 

We have thus seen how, by applying our principles, 
lord is the original of hlaford, and that Grimm, Dr. Bos- 
worth, and Professor Max Miiller do all three mistake, 
when they suppose this word to mean the source of 
bread f or the place of bread; and that the cause of their 
mistake must be ascribed to their not having, in the first 
instance, considered the h sis only an aspirate, and then 
the f as another aspirate, there being in Saxon a ten- 
dency to aspirate the I, and to have the sign of the aspira- 
tion either before or after it. And as two consonants 
may have a vowel inserted between them, this accounts 
for the (I in Alqf. We do, therefore, conclude that the 
three signs, h, 6f, and f are not in any way radically 
related to the word Alaford, which, as all persons cannot 
have aspirated its /, must have once been .lord, or have 
had a form of equal value, such as lard, laird, loord, &c. 
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